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PREFACE 



§ I. THE MANUSCRIPT 

The manuscript of which the complete text is here published for 
the first time is catalogued as MS. Jones 30, in the Bodleian 
Library, Oxford, where it has lain for over two hundred years. 
The book is a neat httle volume, perfectly preserved, containing 
one hundred and fifty-eight written pages, and is bound in limp 
vellum delicately ornamented with gilt. From the author's 
" Advertisement " we leam that this is not the original manu- 
script, but a contemporary copy (containing one additional main 
section), evidently made for the author before the Answer was 
sent to John Robinson at Leyden, and not long after the original 
composition. The transcript is anonymous and undated. The 
copyist wrote an unusually fine, clear hand for the period, and 
executed his work with the greatest care. Toward the end the 
handwriting is much finer than at the beginning. The author's 
prefatory note, which he styles "An Advertisement of the An- 
swerer servinge for Introduction," is in his own hand. He has 
also carefully indicated in the margin which sections are quoted 
from Robinson, and which are his answer, has added one or two 
references, and corrected the spelling of a few words. 

The author gave the transcript no special title — a circum- 
stance which suggests that it was not intended for publication — 
but on the back of the binding he wrote a few words, now partly 
illegible. They are probably: 

I AN ANSWIER] 

I TO MR. ROB- 

INSON MS. 

Inside the back cover the author also wrote the following instruc- 
tions, presumably for the messenger to whom he entrusted the 
manuscript, " This booke is to bee sent eyther to Readinge im- 
mediately [i.e., direct] or by way of London by Mr. Thurlbie 
meanes who dwells at the Black Boy in Southwark." 
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Other contemporary marginal notes, referring to several pub- 
lications by or concerning the Brownists, were also made m the 
transcript by a third person; and, apparently at a somewhat 
later period, a reader has changed the spelling of one word. With 
these exceptions the document se^ns to be in the same condi- 
tion today as at the beginning of the seventeenth century. 

§2. ITS HISTORY 

The occa^on for writing the Answer is explained in the author's 
" Advertisement." After the removal of John Robinson and 
his congregation from Amsterdam to Leyden in 1609, but prob- 
ably not long after that event, the writer, a former friend of 
Robinson's, appears to have come to Amsterdam and there, in 
conversation with Matthew Slade, to have " bewayled " Rob- 
inson's " fallinge of from the Churche of England," expressing 
at the same time his desire to "speake with him." Slade gave 
notice of this to Robinson, who wrote to his old friend, and " pro- 
pounded certayne reasons for his seperation." The friend re- 
joined with a cordial letter, in which he " desyred him to frame 
his argument logically " (i.e. syllogistically),' and in particular 
to discuss " his seperation from that churche or parishe of St. 
Andrewes in Norwich of which he had lately beene a minister." 
" Hereupon he wrote his objections," and in reply the anony- 
mous friend framed the present Answer, in which the text of 
much of Robinson's letter was incorporated. The note quoted 
above, written on the inside of the back cover of the volume, 
doubtiess means that this copy was at some time sent to Read- 
ing, perhaps to some old Cambridge friend there beneficed whose 
approval the author desired. 

' It is noteworthy that the ptiblkbed writings of John Robinson are almost en- 
tirely lacking in forms of expression which would suggest that he had had a uoi- 
versity education, and this circumstance has raised a doubt whether he could have 
been a Cambridge graduate. Our manuscript plainly proves that he understood, 
and could use, syllogistic argument, while the following citation from Thomas 
Helwys, A Short Declaration of the Mistery of Iniquity, 161 2, no doubt explains 
why Robinson did not generally employ scholastic methods of reasoning in his 
books; " It were to be wished, and you have often bene required, to lay away 
your schoole teannes in the causes of God, whereby you do for the most part but 
hide tiie truth, and blind the eies of the simple " (page 138). 
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Whoever the person at Reading was to whom the manuscript 
vas first sent (doubtless from Holland), it may well have come 
iventually into the possession of Samuel Fell (1584-1649),' dean 
of Christ Church and Lady Margaret professor at Oxford, who 
-was rector of Sunningwell,^ near Abingdon, Berks, after Sept. 21, 
1625, and resided there from 1647 till his death in 1649. At his 
death the manuscript would have passed into the library of his 
son, Dr. John Fell (1625-1686), who was bom at Sunningwell, 
Dr. John Fell likewise became dean of Christ Church, and finally 
bishop of Oxford. It is known that at Dr. Fell's death some of 
his books became the property of his nephew Henry Jones, like- 
wise rector of Suimingwell, and our manuscript was probably one 
of these. At the close of the seventeenth century the library of 
Mr. Jones was one of the notable English private coUecrions. 
Among his manuscripts this transcript was catalogued as No. 52 
in " Catalogi Librorum Manuscriptorum Angliae et Hibemiae in 
Unum Collecti," Oxford, 1697, with the title, " An Answer to 
Robinson the Brownists Arguments." In 1707 Mr. Jones died, 
and many of his manuscripts, including this one (MS. Jones 30), 
came to the Bodleian Library. 

§3. THE AUTHOR 
Unfortunately, as stated above, the manuscript is anonymous, 
and the author has so concealed his identity, possibly for his own 
protection, that it is doubtful whether he can ever be identified 
with certainty. The handwriting of the " Advertisement " 
may, however, offer a clue. From the work itself we can gather 
a few facts concerning him. We learn that he was a friend of 
Robinson, and that he was a logician able to turn about as he 
pleased his opponent's rather loosely framed syllogisms, chiding 
him at times that a university man should reason so poorly. We 
may fairly infer that our author was an Oxford or Cambridge 
graduate. He also manifests such an intimate knowledge of St. 
Andrew's, Norwich, as would indicate that he either was a native 
of that dty, or at least had lived there. 
The author had evidently been in active service as a minister 

' See the Dictionary of National Biography for the lives of Samuel Fell, John 
Fell, and Henry Jones. ' Sunningwellisabout thirty miiesCromReading, 
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in the Omrdi ot ^"c*"**^ was of Pariun tendencies, aad,lft 

Rofanson, had been ooofieBed to stop paencfanig becsuse he ha 

not fully c o nfon ned in '*— 'j-*^ pcadkcs: 

" For yoa ft I ft otkcn. becaaae «c coald ■« ofaacnK aO other tbnp 



We do not know when the sotbor was suspended, or whetlie 
be afterward sulHnitted and sobscribed. bat from one or two pe 
sages we may infer that, even if he did so about 1606. he m 
ultimately obUged to tea\'e England; that be first came to Ant 
sterdam * not long after Robinson had departed for Leyden; 
that later he returned to England for a brief visit; ' and thai 
when he wrote the Answer, he was once more in Holland ami 
probably in Amsterdam.* This comprises virtually all the in- 
formation concerning the author's life to be gleaned from th 
manuscript. In considering the names of some earh' opponencl 
of the Brownists the following passage may be cited from Jok 
Robinson's " Ivsdfication of Separation," published in 1610: 

TTie neit thing I observe is how vauntingly you [Richard Bernard] brinfr 
as chalengers into the lists, Mr. Gj-shop. Mr. [William] Bradshaw. D. Alii- 
»n, and other -vn-named Ministers, all which you say are \-nanswered 
vs. And no marveil, for sundry of iheir wrilings ne\-er came to our handi 
. . . Yet are theyr books and . . . shalbe answered in paiticular, as thej 
come to our hands and are thought worthy answering; though in truth 
were no hard thing for out adversaries to oppresse us with the multitude of 
books, considering both how few, and how feeble, we are in comparison (b^ 
sides other outward difficultyes). (Page 8.) 

This shows that before Robinson published his book, various 
writings had been sent to the Brownist leaders by their oppo- 
nents, some of which did not reach their intended destination. 
Among these lost controversial docimients may have been the 
original of our transcript. 

Among other opponents of the Brownists Joseph Hall, Henry 
Jacob, Robert Parker, and William Ames deserve mention, A 
good idea of the author's argumentative style, of his ability as 
a controversialist, and of his friendly attitude toward Robinson, 
may be gathered from the tract here printed. 



' Page ss. 



' Page 2. 
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§4. DATE 

rhough the manuscript is undated as well as anonymous, we 
^n be almost certain that the Answer was composed, and the 
rranscript made, in 1609. (i) The Answer was written not long 
if ter Robinson had removed from Amsterdam to Leyden. ' 
^2) The latest notes in the margins of the transcript appear to 
Mave been added shortly after John Smyth, the Se-baptist, was 
ftjected from his congregation in Amsterdam.* Now Robinson 
irrived in Leyden about April 21 (0. S.), or May i (N. S.), 1609, 
lod Smyth was cast out of his church some time before March 12, 
i6io(N. S.). 

§ s. HISTORICAL IMPORTANCE 

I. The manuscript definitely states that before his separation, 
John Robinson lived in Norwich, not in the neighbourhood of 
Norwich, nor in the neighbourhood of Great Yarmouth, as has 
often been affirmed. From it and other data we can also deter- 
mine the period of Robinson's residence at Norwich as chiefly 
lying between 1604 and 1607. 

a. It shows that for some time Robinson was a minister of the 
Church of England, and furnishes us with what appears to be 
the only extant reference to the particular church (St. Andrew's, 
Norwich) in which he officiated before he became a separatist. 

3. It tells us that at least two of Robinson's children were 
baptized in Norwich, in the church of the parish in which his 
house was situated, but that he did not Uve in St. Andrew's parish, 
and never was a member of St. Andrew's, though " sometimes " 
a minister there. 

4. It provides us with several extended citations from an 
otherwise unknown controversial writing of Robinson's, citations 
which probably formed the major part of his argument. 

5. It gives the only extant evidence in Robinson's own words 
(or a statement published by John Bastwick in 1646 ' to the 

' The author's " Advertisement," page 2; see also page 79, where Robinson's 
congregation is spoken of as being at Leyden. 

' This is indicated by a marginal note; see page 77. 

* In The tiller Roaling of Ike whole Army of alt the Independents 6* Sectaries, 
London, 1646 (" The AatUoquie "), sig. f|. 
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effect that Robinson's withdrawal from the Church of &i^aii 
was not entirely voluntary, but in some measure enforced. 

6. It gives the only direct evidence still in existence that Roly 
inson was acquainted with, and made use of, syllogistic, or sdidu 
tic, methods of reasoning, such as prevailed among atuvenai^ 
men i» his time. 

7. It throws an interesting light on the controversy irfnd 
took place in 1618 between Robinson and John Yates, ministe 
cince 1616 of St. Andrew's Church, Norwich, and shows hot 
naturally such a controversy arose. It suggests, too, that Mr 
Yates was only carrying on a written discussion with Robinsa 
coDceming laymen's use of " prophecy," in which William Euriii{ 
acted as messenger; and that the expression Mr. Yates's " Mo- 
nopolie" was not the title of a printed book by Yates, as Dr, 
Dexter seems to have thought, or even the title of Yates's 
uscript, but rather a name which Robinson himself applied it 
the circumscribed outlook of his opponent's argument. 

8. It presents an illustration of a type of CongregationalisD 
practised within the Church of England before the time o( 
Robert Browne and Robert Harrison. Such churches as St 
Peter Mancroft and St. Andrew's, Norwich, purchased the 
patronage and so obtained the right to elect their own ministers. 
Browne probably derived many of his ideas on Congregational 
church polity from study and criticism of these two churches 
during hk sojourn in Norwich. In Browne's time John More was 
the incumbent of St. Andrew's and it is to him that Browne 
undoubtedly refers in " A Trve and Short Declaration," where 
be mentions Mr. More, a Puritan minister. 

A fuller discussion of these and other details of Puritan history 
upon which this Answer to Robinson bears will be found in the 
present editor's pamphlet, New Facts concerning John Robinson, 
Pastor of the Pilgrim Fathers, Oxford, at the University Press, 
1910, For permission to use in the present volume material 
aheady printed in the former publication and for the use of the 
plate appearing as frontispiece the editor would make grateful 
acknowledgment to Mr. Humphrey Milford of the Oxford 
University Press. 
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I 9. Since the publication of New Facts concerning John Robinson, 
Mr. F. W. Haldenstein, of Christ Church, Oxford, has brought to 
light the following interesting entry in the accounts of the Great 
Hospital, Norwich, for 1601/2: 

Item to Mr John Robynson for preachinge iiii sermons itxx* & to Mr 
Mayor, Shreve & certain other persons of the saide Bishops guifte i' in all 
xl" 

This helps us to trace the early life of John Robinson of 
Leyden a little more definitely. It would now appear that in 
1601/2 he was either settled in Norwich, or had begun to visit 
that city, as a Hospital and perhaps City preacher. Robinson 
was, as we tnow, ordained in or before the year 1602. His mar- 
riage took place on February 15, 1603/4, and his work in con- 
nection with St. Andrew's, Norwich, began probably about that 
time. 
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An advertisement of the answerer 
servinge for introduction 

Mr Robinson sometimes a preacher in Norwich fell to Bi 
isme & became a pastor to those of the seperation at 
I bewayled to Mr Slade of Amsterdam this his fallinge of 
the Churche of England, wishinge that I mi^te speake with! 
Vppon notice hereof Mr Robinson wrote to me & pi 
certayne reasons for his seperation. I returned a letter praj 
him to interpret my speeche to Mr Slade, not as a chakngel 
a fruit of my aimdent love to him, confessed my greife for 
rupture from the churche, desyred him to frame his 
logically, & that (because the woorde churche is of sondry 
cations) one question myghte bee of his seperation from 
churche or parishe of St Andrewes in Norwich of which he 
lately beene a minister. Hereyppon he wrote his obiections, h\ 
(after a time) myne answeare, & sent it to him written [?] 
geather with his reply as followes. 



Right welcome was your letter vnto me {beloved Sir) both for Robinson I 
your owne sake b'for the truthes into which it makelk so open an 
entrie for eaquirye. The time you tookefor answere needes (as 

Lt you see) none excuse with me, which I doe instifie, by vseyngfar 

IK greater libertie my self, though vpon other occasion./ 

^Sir, as I had noe oportunitie to answere your letters till my re- Answek 
^%iume out of England, soe haue I mett with some extraordinarye 
^3usmesses since my retume, which haue made my answere to 
*^^ou more slowe then had beene fitte, of which you will excuse 
"■ne, seeyng youre self tooke not much lesse tyme for answere to 
f ^ faixe shorter letter of myne./ 



And for the mencion you made of me to youre freinde, I doe Robinsom.1 
interpret it even as you desyre I should, ondye intimatyng, that 
my forsaking the church of England was noe rupture (as you 
speake) but an tnforced departure, vpon the most advised deliber- 
acions I could possiblye take, eyther with the Lord, by humblyng 
my self before him, or with men, for whose advice I spared neyther 
cost nor paines, but sought out in everye place the most sincere 
and iudicious in the land for resolucyon to the contrarye, as both 
God &■ men can witnes with me, but with what effect the yssue 
manifesteth, and soe I passe to the clearyng of the state of the 
question./ 

Whether you were dryven out by compulsion or by conceyte Answer 
therof shall appeare vpon the tryall of youre motyues, yet might 
your departure be called a rupture, seeyng you brake those bondes 
of socyetye with which the church sought to haue conteyned 
you; even he that is dryven thereto maie make a rupture. 
That you sought conference I haue heard, but that you sought 
resolucyon to the contrarye of that you followe, noe man can 
witnes, for whoe knowes your hearte ? And yf your spirit had 
be«ne soe humble as might haue become your age, learning, or 
anye grace you haue receyued, the iudgment of those most sin- 
cere and iudicious men would haue restreyned you, for whoe are 
you, that God should be thought to open vnto you such a pointe 
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hidden from soe sincere and iudicyous men as you consulted and 
then cast of ?/ 

And what though you bestowed manie prayers vpon your sdl 
after your hearte had admitted this passion, partiallitye, and 
preiudice, might it not be iust with God to answere you with 
your owne delusions, seyng you durst call into questyon thtl 
- truth of his worship and presence in those Churches in whid 
you had eyther beheld the beautie thereof or dissembled ?/ 
When we settle not in a manifest truthe but praye still for reso- 
lucyons, the Lord male iustlye disgrace vs and oure prayecs 
wherein we seeme to beseech him to change himself,/ 
Oure prayers sometymes are answered, as was Ahimaas' sute to 
Joab, with what we would haue, and not with what is most con- 
venient. Otherwise, of those that are devout, none should em 
in iudgment, for all praye for direction./ 

The sundrie accepitons of the word Church by you laid downt I 
acimowledg Jor good and to be found in the scriptures, but not 
them alone, for besides these by you named, the churche is soi»^ 
tymes taken indejinitelye for manye, or all particuler Churcket, 
because manye or ail are but one in nature, forme, defirUtitm, 
essentiall paries, &* properlyes, though not in existence,* for m 
they are as manye Churches, as they are particuler ossemHy^ 
ecclesiasticall, 6* spirituaU societyes, and in this sence PohIc 
speaketk i. Cor. 12. 28, in which report also in another ^act 
he saylh, There is one fayth 6" one baptisme, Eph. 4. j, cmd 
this acception of the word Church wUbe of good vse for the ques- 
tion in hand./ 
Your acception of the word Church allso tnde&nitelie, or rather 
collectiuelye, for all or manie Churches as beyng of one nature, 
&c., I willinglye admitte, but your proofe thereof out of the i. Cor. 
12. 28 I refuse, for yf by Church there is meante all particuler 
Churches, then all particuler Churches must be capeable of the 

■ JacobuaZabarella was an Italian philosopher, born at Padua Septembers, 1533, 
died Octoljer, igSg. He published various worts, among which may be noted: 
De rebui naturalilnii libri XXX, 1$^; Logica, is^Ti De anima, ifxAi. An account 
ol his life and worlds may be found in Gerobmo Boccardo, Nuova tTKidcftUt 
lialiana (6th ed.), Vol, XXIII, Torino, 1888. 
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endowmentes there mendoned as ordeyned to the Church there 
spoken of, namelye Apostles, evangelists, & doers of miracles, 
seeinge these are there said to be ordeyned of God to the Churche 
there spoken of./ 

The instance you propound for the specyaU subieci of the questyon Robinson 
in hand I agree to, wHch is St Andrewes in Norwich, whereof 
indeed I was sometymes a minister (as you sale), bat neuer anie 
member, having my house standyng (which is the infallible de- 
terminacion of members) within another parish, and my children 
baptized there, which was and is one parte of the confusion of 
that Church from which I am seperated./ 
If you were a minister of St Andrewes parish, it is as much as I answer 
said, yf you were not a member thereof, you might haue beene. 
Habitacyon in a parish is not an infallible argument of a member 
of the congregacyon symplye, but rather a probable and ordi- 
narye one, and in the peaceable state of Churches a convenient 
waie. Nowe yf this, that beyng minister in one parish you make 
your self a member of another, was confusion, you that made this 
fault ought to be blamed for it./ 

Ondye I must crane leaue to denie that which you lake for robinson 

graunied, wherein indeed a greate parte of the questyon lyeth, &• 

that is, that St Andrewes Church is in it self a distinct &• entyer 

Church or ecclesiasticaU pollicye (which all true Churches are), 

but it is on the contrarye a member of a diocesan, provinceaU, 6* 

nationall church, and that in the verye frame and constitution of 

it imder the diocesan, provinceaU, and nationall bishops &* other 

officers, which I am sure you wiU not denie. Whereupon, I doe 

ground my first argument thus. 

I said not that St Andrewes Church is in it self an entyer church Answer ' 

or ecclesiastical! polHcye, but that it is a distincte and particuler 

Church, &c,, and he that confoundes distinct & (in your sense) 

■ entyer & makes a particuler Church and ecclesiastical! pollicye to 

be all one, forgettes to distinguish, & vnderstands not himself./ 

And when you add that I will not denie St Andrewes to be a 

member of a diocesan Church, in that it is vnder a diocesan 

Bishop, you doe with one breath challeng me to haue taken for 
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grantal that the cootrarye whcnot yoa saie I win not denjt 
And tfaiB I come to the question, wiach b this/. 
St Andrewcs parish in Norwich b a trewe church of Christe, wid 
which a Christian man maie lawfullye comunicate in the wocshf 
of Go(L/ Against which assertion of myne you thus dispute.,' 
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^^^Mtmatton • Noe man maie comumcaU mtk, or be a member of, a fdM 

A**""*"' ■• Church; but everye member of St Andrewcs comttmcates ailL 

and is a member of, a false Churche. 

Ergo, noe man maie be a member of St Andrgwes Ci 

^^^_ comunicate tkerewitk in the worship of God./ 

^^^m The first proposition is vmJenyabie./ 

^^^K Aksweb The first proposition b not simplye true, and theicfi 

^^H vndenyable, for you make it all one to comunicate with, 

^^H be a member of, a Church, (as your disiunctiue, or, doth 

^^^H fest), which b absurd and vntrue, in as much as not evojT 

^^^H comunicating doth make one to be a member of the Church. M 

1^^^ heathen man maie communicate with the Church in hearyng d 

fi. Cor. 14- ^41 the word preached and yet b not therebye a member of the 

Church./ 

Secondlye, when you sale one maie not comunicate with a false 

I church, it b not simplie true, although some comunion with a 

false Church b vnlawfull, yet not everye comunion therewith. 
The Apostles and Christians did lawfuUye comunicate in some 
thinges with the Jewbh Sinogogue, even after it became a false 
Church reiectyng the Messiah, as in circumcbion, purification, 
absteyning from blood, &: strangled, resortyng to the Ten^)le, 
&c., Act. 21. 24; 16. 3. Your first proposition, therefore, so 
much boasted of, is not sound, but let vs trie the second./ 

Robinson The second proposicion is thus proued. 

That everye member in St Andrewes Churche is a member of, Sf 
comunicates with a nationall, provinceaU, and diocesan Church, 
both mediatelye vnder nalionaU, provinceaU, 6* diocesan Churche 
govemnours in their correspondent government, and immediatlye 
in standyng a member of that particuler Church, which is a 
member of a diocesan, provinceall, 6* nationall Church, &* so, 
beyng a member of the member, must needes be a member of the 
whole, cannot be denyed./ 
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blius you reason, everye member of St Andrewes is a member 
f a diocesan, or provinceall Churche, therefore of a false Church./ 
pTo make good this argument you haue two thinges to proue, 
^ first that everye member of St Andrewes is a member of a 
■provinceall Church; secondlye, that a provinceall Church is a 
: false Church./ 

[The first you proue thus. — He that is both mediately and imedi- 
.Atelie vnder a provinceall Churche govemoure is a member of a 
U>rovinceall churche./ 

!!Kut soe is everye member of St Andrewes parishe./ 
^3. answere, that in the same sense in which wee doe acknowledge 
a, provinceall Church, in the same he b a member of it; that is, 
3iot simplie nor properlie, as the name of Church importeth, one 
onelye congregacyon combyned in the worship of God. But lett 
vs heare howe you can proue that a provinceall Church is not a 
true Church, takeyng leaue first to sett downe in what sense all 
the Churches of a province maie be called one Churche, that yf 
you take covert vnder the ambiguitye of phrases, we maie beate 
you thence./ 

Manye particuler Churches in a province maye possibI[i]e drawe [Oae in numberl 
into one general! assembhe, and then they are made properlie 
one Church, for that tyme. 

Secondlie, manie particuler Churches maie send their dqiutyes [One in analogie] 
& comittyees to one assemblie in their names, and this assemblie .^^ 

out of a province is a provinceall representatiue churche, as Solo- ^^^^ 

men's assembhe, i. King. 8, is called the congregacyon of all ^^^| 

Israeli, because it was drawen out of all the tribes to the dedi- 
cacyon of the temple./ 

Thirdlye, manie particuler Churches combyning in one forme of [One ia kinde & in 
holie profession & vnder one maimer of regiment, maie be called consent.] 

one in respect of that bond of their vnyon, in such sense as wee ""^"^ "^""[^ 

quattnor modis; 

call the manye churches of seuerall kingdomes one Churche, as analogia, genere, 

of England, Scotland, Fraunce, or the Belgian Churche, which specie, numero. 

sense is not farre from that which you graunted and is found in Aristoteliscaput 
the scripture, as where the Apostle saith, Eph. 3. 21, To whome ' ^^ 

be praise in the Churche throughe all generations. He meanes, 
in the Churches which he names in the singuler number, one 
Churche, for that they were in theire essencyall forme but one. 






h praperiye & simplye are nolo 
e yen IB seme sense be one, as all ChrisUans at 
me, sad all men aie is some sense but one mul ion 
tkt is one kinde of mm. I tf 

Now let vs bean howc yoa viD prone a provinceail Chutcbil 
fmkeChuidK. 



First, tkat « pmlindw Omni is lie andU true spirim, 

ftOtcye (Sr t» m$ylim <■««■, provinceaU, nor naiimi\ 

Chttnit), a>nnii< Ihtt, wim lint wtrt in the newe TesUmi\ 

m MM t»mm1nt wmn Am mm parHaiUr assemblie. then m 

scriflmn sptakts »f titm as tf s» wuni^ distincle &- entfi^ 

CAmkAu, Rttd. 1. 1/; G«f. ;. 2. And M ludea, which vnderik 

oM TesttmtMt imi bmt off mw CAivcA or ralker but one partei 

a CWcA Anvti^ «■« Ujfe preist. one Temple, one altar, m 

sacrijue, kaii in tke newe Testament simdrie Churches 

Acies Q. ji: Gai. i. 21./ 

If by polkcyc you meane the spirituall bodye or incorporacyoaol 

those which are io)-Qe(l in holj-e profesaon. then Church anJ 

spirituall poUecye is all one. Yf you meane by pollecye the fonw 

of government which this socj-etje embraceth, then spirituall 

puUecyc & Church ditTer, as much as a comonwealth and tbe 

lawes of it, which are distinct thinges, yett you confound them./ 

If, then, you will not mock ^-s with ambiguitye of wordes, you 

must by spirituall poUecye (in this argument) meane noe mo« 

then is meant by Church, and then your argument is this./ 



A particider Church or congregacion is tite oneiie true Church. 

Ergo, It provinceali Church {conieyning manie particulers) is a 

false Church./ 
Howe proue you that a particuler Church is the oneiie true 
Church ? Because (forsoothe) the scripture stiil speakes of pet- 
liculer Churches, as to Ike 7 churches of Asia, not to the Church oj 
Asia, againe the Churches of Galatia, the CIturches of ludea, not 
one Church as vnder the lawe, but manie Churches. Excellent, 
And were these particwler Churches, therefore, true Churches 
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fcecause theye were particuler Churches ? or because they em- 
fcraced the true worship of God ? Marke what you saie before 
^ou answere me, for yf you assigne this particularitie to be the 
^cause, then noe particuler Church can be a false Churche. Yf 
■you dare not af&rme this particularitie of their beyng, or entyrenes 
of pollecye, to be that which made them to be true Churches, 
then haue you plaid the sophister in disputyng, a non causa, pro [Et ab accidenti] 
causa, as one should saie: A particuler Christyan is a true mem- 
ber of Christes bodye, therefore a Christyan congregacyon is not 
I a member of Christes bodye./ 

And yf you will argue well from the title of Church conferred 

vpon everye of the particuler assemblyes, all you can inferre is 

this: A particuler assemblie alone is properlie one Church, 

therefore a provinceall Churche consistyng of manie is not 

properlie one Churche, but after a sorte, which to the poynte of 

1 the truthe or falshood of a Churche is neyther too not froo./ 

I Secondlye, your proofes fayle you, for they doe not showe that 

the name of Church is gyven onelie to a particuler congregacyon 

, "but that is often gyven thereto, for the name is also vsed in the 

singuler number for all particuler Churches that shalbe, Eph. 3. 

I 21, and for the vniuersall which consistes of all the particulers, 

j Math. 16. 18./ 

I Whence I thus inverte, Yf all the particuler Churches of ail 
places and tymes are called and are one Church in some respecte, 
and yf the vniuersall comprehendyng all particulers is yet m some 
sense called one and is but one, then all the Churches of one na- 
tion, province, or dioces male be, & maie be called, in some sense 
, one nationall, provinceall, & diocesan Church./ 
I Thirdlie, I answere that it cannot be proved that the seauen 
I churches of Asia, or Church of lerusalem & the like, was one 
onelie congregacyon (of which we shall hereafter consider further), 
, but it maie be thought that, beyng vnder one government (though 
I devided into seuerall Assemblies), they are called the Churche 
I of such or such a cittie, as nowe in the Dutch churche of Amster- 
I dam, Leyden, and that of Geneva, &c./ 
Fourthlie, that which you conceite and would insinuate by the 
waie in the darke tearmes of spiriluall pollecye, namelie that the 
particuler Churches had aU ecclesiasticall regiment entire within. 



ir ownc Mr 
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them selues, and therefore were not tiiocesan Churches, 
vtterlie confuted by the places you alleadge. For were not il 
the Churches of ludea vnder the Apostles' lurisdiction ? and it 
of Asia, as those of Creta, vnder Titus his superintendencye 
Wherefore, yf subiection to a provinceall govemour doe makei 
provinceall Church (as you haue assumed), then were tht 
Churches of ludea a provinceall Churche & the Churches d 
Creta./ 

So I maie thus invert this argument vpon you. The ChurchesO 
Creta (as beyng vnder a provinceall goveraoure) were oc( 
provinceall Church. 

But the Churches of Creta were a true Church. 
Therefore some provinceall Church is a true Churdie./ 
As touching that you admit [?] of ludea that it was but one, ot 
piece of one, particular Churche vnder the La we, as it is in sow 
sense true, in as much as they all depended on one temple, preist 
&c., so is it in some other respect most false, for Judea was de- 
vided into sundrye particuler and seuerall sinogogues, whid 
were true particuler Churches, and manye. not one, and of tbea 
Christe said, Tell the Church, for this commaundement was gyuen 
to be vsed when Christ deliuered it, when the sinogogues stood./ 
Out of which one maie thus dispute, Yf the true visible Churche 
of the lewes, beyng manye, were yet in some respecte but one 
nationall Church, then maie it agree to the nature of a true 
Churche that manye particuler Churches be in some respect one 
nationall Churche, but soe it was to the lewes./ 
The antecedent cannot be denied; the consequent standes good, 
inasmuch as whatsoeuer is simplye and in the kinde thereof 
essencyall to the be>'ng of a true Church of God stands allwaia 
viulterable in the middest of all other changes. Let vs nowc 
come to your second reason brought to proue that a provinceall 
Church b a false Churche./ 

There is one bodye or Church, that is one kinde of Chad, 
Eph. 4. 4, where, yf both particuler and diocesan Sr 
&• nationail Churches were true Clturches, there 1 
kmdes of Churches, one comprekending another vndtr si. 
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it, you corrupt the te^ with a false glosse and oSer that vnto Answer J 

or the word of God, for the one bodye there s{K)kcn of is the M 

lersall Church, which b the misticall bodye of Chrbtc, con- I 

m% of and conteynic^ all and onelie the elect of God, quickned I 

Jiat one spiritt there mendoned, and this is but one from the H 

nning to the end of the world. This you perverte when you I 

PC it to a particuler Church, and then to helpe your self I 

rpret one, by one kinde, by kinde also vnderstandyng one out- I 

1 forme of regiment, wherefore this place rightlye interpreted I 

es it self of your handes, nor onelie so, but b dyrectlie against I 

■ collection, for yf by one bodye we vnderstand the vniuersall I 

rch of Christe which is but one, of which the particuler I 

rches (as touching the ancere partes therof) are members, I 

doth it followe that there are diuers kindes of Churches, one I 

prehending another, In as much as there is one that com- ■ 

endeth all others./ I 

suppose that by bodye was meante an owtward visible or I 

Iculer Church, and that by one were ment one kinde in I 

^t of the essencyall forme, definition, and nature, will it I 

ce followe that there male not be in anie sense another ■ 

e of Church ? Verelye, noe. Xoe more then it will followe I 

there is but one kinde of baptisme or one kinde of god in I 

sense, because he sayth one bapHsme, one God, for the hup- (m«(, 3. tt.\ \ 
e he speaketh of there yoa. take to jmport the externafi |Mai. jo. i».\ 1 

Lment of baptisme, yet is their another khide of intemalf 1 

isme of which Chast \madi n Ae odabter, latA there b a 1 
tsme also by affictiaD, irinch are other kfaides, yea a f/s^ (Haift. n. tti 
> of doctrine whidi c otu pnA en des that 'A water vmler It. f^.t. t9. 1%. k 
re there other kiDdes of godft the* the tnM God, lor h« Mldy 1 

said, yee are gods. Thne hc^ mM fM. MMf « ifO^ «Atf 
re lords, which are oAer IiMm «< «S*v ffeM 1», Mi stolid, 
Q such a sense, » aMT Gsd is MS^ fa« !• Mftkir MiMm 
in that meaoiDg tme^ fag ma^mmm «V IH« M!ni MW/ 
not properlie Me. !• Htf mmm, HMW I» MM \Am tH 

ch, that is, a j ii rfi rf k i r um p i pi u w ilwwwi ftplllgfate 

lant with God. fe. r«( *«» flMfcr A* llw AM 

sof Churches, *« i» MJMMM^ 6MM M^ M^ » ttl 

.simplieand properite <wr U lMW Mf tfy W W flW rtT ! <<» 
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gether at once, but because theye meete in one professioo ai ™l 
vnder one superior extemall j)ower. So, yf for advantage yu ^ 
false glosse were gyven you, your argument is a sopbisme, a dii ^1 
secundum quid ad dictum simpliciler. There is in some sense b QCi 
one kinde, therefore there is but one kinde in anie sense like tld ^^ 
There is in some sense but one onelie b^otten sonne of Go '^ 
therefore there is in noe sense anie other sonnes begotten » 
God. And that you maie see the vanitie of it, I thus invert ti * 
place vpon you: If there maie possiblie be manie kinde i ^ 
Churches and one comprehendyng another, both called Churdf * 
trulie and true Churches, but in seuerall respectes called ok * 
then the Apostle in saying there is one bodye doth not pi 
that there cannott be a provinceall Church comprehendj 
manie particulers, but the former is true, therefore the latter./ 
The former is true nott onelie in respect of the vniuersall Chuni 
comprehending all the particulers, and tte nationall Churcb 
the lewes conteyninge all the sinogogues, but of partict 
Churches conteyning the Churches of particuler famelies. Till 
Church of Rome did comprehend the Churche that was 
house of Prisdlla & Aquila, Rom. i6. 5. Nowe I aske, wherec] 
youre one Churche, that is one kinde of Church, become ?>!< 



Your third reason followes : 

Robinson // a particidcr Church be the bodye of Chrisle, as i. Cor. is. ; 

&• he the head, then a diocesan Church or ministration 6* je A 

rest must needes be a monstrous interposition and irttrusum it 

twixt the head &* the bodye./ 

Amswee I will not call you into questyon for the vnorderlie confoundyi^ 
of Church and ministration, as if they sounded one thing, bull 
answere that you plaie the sophister in this argument alsoe, 
disputinge ab accidente comuni tanquam a proprio, takeyng thil 
title to be onelye proper to a particuler congregation, which is 
comon thereto with the vniuersall, & so by a proportion with 1 
nationall, so farre as it comprehendeth anie true partes or mem- 
bers of the vniuersall Church or is ioyned in the profession ol 
the true fay th, as yf one should reason thus : Yf euerye particulet 
Christyan be the Temple of the holye Ghoste, then a particul« 
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teigregation is not soe, or yf everye private Christian be a raera- 
F» of Christe, then a particuler Church is not soe./ 
] "you would argue to purpose, you should haue said: Yf a par- 
tnUer congregation be the onelie bodye of Christe, then a prov- 
H:eall Church cannott be soe. But you sawe howe absurd it 
Wiuld be to saye that onelie a particuler congregation was the 
»dye of Christe, & therefore forbore that worde onelye, on 
j^hich the argument should haue rested, & had not the iudgment 
■> for beare the argument it self./ And to shewe you the wretch- 
Mnes of your argument from this place, I would thus reason: Yf 
pe Church of Corynth were the bodye of Christe, then your 
Ehurch of Leyden is not, nor anie other particuler church out of 
Eoiynth, for to them onelye Paule there sayth, Yee are the 
bodye of Christe. You will answere that Paule doth not soe 
(ffirme it of the Corynthians, but that it maie be also affirmed 
pf other Churches. Soe saie I. It is not so affirmed of a particuler 
Songregation that it is the bodye of Christe, but that it maie agree 
{o all particuler congregations gathered vnto Christe, whether in 
i diocesse or nation or in the world, that theye are the bodye of 
^rist, whether for the same respectes or other./ 
That which you insinuate of a monstrous intrusion, saying that 
jf a parlicvler congregacyon be the bodye of Christ and he the head 
if it, then anie dioceasan ministration is a monstrous interposition, 
Slc, doth not onelie push at episcopal! power, but at that of 
sinods equallye, and is a fantasticall toye contrarye to the 
Scripture. In the verye next verse, which sayeth. And God liath 
Ordeyned some in the Church, as firste Aposties, &c. , for were not 
the Apostles ouer the particuler Churches ? Had they not 
provinceall, nationall, yea, vniuersall power ouer the particuler 
churches ? And even then when Paule saith to the Corinthians, 
yee are the bodye of Christe, and that Christ was theire head ? 
But you forget that there maye be a necke to conveye from the 
head to the bodye, or that one man maie possiblie serue therein 
to sundrye bodyes, as the Aposties, evangelistes, and prophettes 
did./ 

Finallye, yf because the Church is the bodye of Christe, and he 
the head of it, there maie be for the extemall regiment noe 
interposition betwixt her and her head, I will not aske what 
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Counselles shall doe, but I aske what are you to your coBf 
tion ? You are not the bodye nor the head. Are you a moos 
interposition betwixt them both ? They that wiU presses 
tudes and allegoryes to farre wringe sower conclusions a 
sweet scriptures, as they that presse grapes to much getts 
iewce./ 



Your fourth argument foUowes thus:/ 
IN ' Chrisle speaketh immediallye without diocesan or proA 
Churches lo the y Churches of Asia, and standes in the B 
of the 7 goulden candleslickes. Rev. i. ii. 13, 6- halh pn 
his presence where two or 3 or more are gathered together 
name, Math. 18. 20, as the true Churche oJChriste mate 6 
ordinarUie is so gathered together in one to comunicate 
word, prayers, sacramenles, and censures of the Chut 
Cor. 5. 4. 5. &* II. iS. 20 6* 14. 2j./ 

•Answer Call you this disputyng. Christ spake not to the 7 Churc 
Asia by anye diocesan Church. Ergo, a diocesan Churc 
false Church. Is not this as good, Christe spake not 1 
Churches of Ada by a particuler Church, therefore a pan 
Church is a false Churche? Is not this good stufEe? A 
Christ is in the middest of the 7 Churches of Asia, there 
diocesan Church is noe true Church. Is not this as good, C 
is in the middest of all particuler Churches, therefore the ( 
like Church is noe true Church ?/ 

Agayne, where two or three are gathered in his name, CI 
in the middest of them. Ergo, a diocesan Church is t 
Church ? Is not this argument as good ? Where twoe 01 
are gathered in the name of Christe, he is in the middest of 
therefore the Catholike Churche which never was, is, or 
gathered into one assemblie till the daie of ludgment, is til 
a false Churche./ 

But you haue perhaps some better meaning then your 
pretend, & verelye you had need, for never heard I anie ma 
bad tasted logicke or leaminge, reason soe as you doe, w 
should not tell you so plainlie, but that I think your ouer vn 
requires such plaines./ 
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to be vndostood of Gnist. aiaiopcaliyt of tke tnel 
of God iriiidi are at ennutve with the wodd, evm tboo^fli 
ioyned exteroallye in one ^fxntaall cooHiiicn. as were bnaB 
baak, lacob & Esaw, & some of the GahtJMM (as it seoad 
Yoor second pizcc max inqtorte noe toon but that Cayoe.i 
parting from God's presoicc wltidi then had talked villi i 
wcDt to the hud of Nod. Ice, as a bu aAamrd a< te b 
Bat was Cajnt eaa actual^ s aaOilj e d , or was be Dot, ol 
dnirch before ? or were the rest doc tme Church tSl be ' 
separated ? or did they cast him onte ?./ 
Your third Gen. 6. 2 sltewes. indeed, that there were sorWJ 
pnrfesBed God's seruice. when others became propfauM^ bi^ 
these sonoes of God beene all actaaQye sanctefied diqr« 
haoe fosbome the daughters oi men, and wiien tbey £d I 
with thon^ were they not still for a tynne the visflile Qm^ 
God ? or was there none ? 

Gau 9. 26. 27 proptieszes that God's covenant sbotdd be I 
cyaQy- stablished with Shem's posteritye which were the k 
Aod were all the lewes (sane in profcsaon and dotjre) actn 
sqiarated from the world & actually sanctified ? W9 
Robynsoo afEyrme that, agaynste all God's cmqilayiites of I 
by the prophets ? 

Gen. IS. I. Abraham b separated from his idolatiQus kni 
even k>caOye, what thai ? WiS voq infem a locall sqiu 
Btbewtfftd? Againe was not this in respect of extl 
> of the true God ? Was Abraham alone a Chat 
Ok woe aH his famHie intemally saintes ? evoi ^g— »*fl ] 
M mm tky not all one chotch with him ? Lerit. 20. 7. San 
yvBT seines Sac. prooes that the people which professe I 
name, oo^t to be saocte^ed. bat doth not protie that thev 
soe. or eites are oott (as touching extemaH co\'eiiant an 
peuuce) God's people. Vers. 2. ofnotsacn&cemgtbnesi 
; with death soch as did it, toud 
e of «a>^^ wboeia yett yf some Eaykd (as 
after did), the nst saSHyng them, yett ceased not the len 
be the pcf^ of God. From bying m a datjre to a &B^ 
confcnant hovUes neythK in a Choidi nor in a Omstyan.i 
Ezra 10. It leqnins scpuation front gnsse idobteis «nH sb 
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, but doth not proue that theye were all pwrsonallye and 
tye saintes, when this was done, nor that they were not 
le people of God before this separation, yea therein is 

you./ 

. 9. 2 shewes a partiailer separation from aliens which 
s would not ioyne with them in God's worship, but proues 
Israeli to haue beene internally sanctified, or not to haue 
eztemallye God's people before this separation, but 
ylye/. 

1. 19. The world that hated the disciples were the lewes, 
it that tyme were the visible Church of God, though not 
onbers in the sighte of God. The world is sometimes in 
urch and even there hates those that are in it & of it./ 
, 40 is an exhortation indeed to separation in pointe of 
rom those that resist the Messiah, not from all comunion 
lem in everye pointe of God's worship, wherein the Apos- 
semed them for a tyme, nor doth this place proue that 
ler Churches in all the members therein are actuallye 
ed, seing a man might, and manie did, abandon the 

infidelitie that were never sanctified in theire hartes, as 
s, & Saphira, & Simon Magus./ 

<eparated from blasphemers & withdrewe the disciples to . 
r place. What then ? Therefore it is fitt to withdrawe 
e from dispisers, & the brethren from such companie. 
ill follow well, but therefore all the members of a true 
Church are actuallye sanctified will not followe, noe nor 
ley are actuallye separated, for I demaund. Were the 
n whome Paule at lengthe separated a Church of God 
that s^iaration or noe ? The most that can be inferred 
5, that there ought to be a separation from obstinate re- 
but proues not that yf this be not done, God's people 
leire beyng./ 
to be saynts in Rom. i. 7 is as much as saintes by calling, 

I. 2, which shewes what is the profession and dutye of 
member of the Churches, not what is their capacytie./ 
you did not loose your eyes by stryveyng, you might see 
en amongst them whome the Apostle calleth sayntes by 

there were manie corupt, & vnsanctefied persons, car- 
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. nallye • contentious one with another, wantons & vncleane pB 
sons,'' prophaners of the lordes sacramentes." doubters of til * 
resurrection,'^ &c., and it seemes that in the Church of Galatil " 
there were that persequuted theire godlye brethren as you sk * 
there be in St Andrewes, which yett are counted one bodye s ■ 
comunion with the true saintes among them, because of tin * 
extemall profFession wherin they ioyned with them./ * 

As for Phil. i. 6 it is no better, for the Apostle speakes of thi •! 
Church accordyng to the good parte of it, & respectiuelye to tk ' 
true lyving members therof which were sanctefied, not denyiii| ' 
but there were amongst them even of their teachers bellye gof " 
and worldlynges, of whome he giveth them warning with tears '■ 
So then I invert, Yf the lewes were the true people of God d " 
to be ioyned with in God's worship notwithstandyi^ tba ' 
mixture of cleane and vncleane and the shamefull fillthines it " 
manners which were in some of them, so long as they yett s 
teyned the fundamental! partes of God's extemall worship;/ it ■ 
the churches of Galatia, Corinthe, Asia were true Churches, 
when they had some amongst them vniust, vnholye, loving tin 
wages of vnrighteousnes, teaching aisoe some false doctrirn, 
then it foUowes that everye true Church of God is not (in all tti 
members therof) separated from the world and actuallye sancte- 
> fied, but in onely such of the members as are the seed of GoJ 
accordjTig to the election of grace, whose right is not lost by otliff 
men's lewdnes, & that such churches are not to be forsaken,/ 
Nowe to your minor touching St Andrewes parish./ 
I further answere that as touching profession of fayth & sanctet]* 
accordyng to the word there taught and professed and saai' 
mentes administred, it was gathered and actuallye separated frffli 
the world & sanctified, which is as much as is needful! to the con- 
stitution of a particuler visible Church. If some be loose and hatt- 
fuH against others that are tietter reformed, it is noe other thenii 
other Churches, that is to saie, a fault of men's persons./ Toudt 
ing the first gathering thereof it perteynes rather to your Uan 
argument & there shall receyve further answere./ 
The comunion it professedlie houldes with all his Maiestie's 
dominions is cheifelye in the fayth of Christ and true worsluf 
of God./ 
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le summe of my answere is this, that your maior is false, vnder- 
»od as you doe of reall separation from the wicked and actuall 
pctefication./ 

id yf you vnderstand it of the profession of sanctefication 
lereto a church of Christe is called, then is your minor false 
iiching St Andrewes parishe, wherein yf there be manye, 
ight [?] they swarue from that to which they are called, as 
»aell did to whorae it was said: Be yee holy, for I the Lorde 
lur God am holye./ 

lome to your third argument with this onelye item, that your 
icond and third (as your first) doe aswell condemne eyther all 
■most of the reformed Churches, as namelye those of Scotland, 
M this of the lowe countries, as the Churches of England, for 
[them is mixture, and they were by authoritie compelled to de- 
p: from superstition, and resume the true worship of God, yf 

r<f would haue favoure of the magistrate./ 
Everye true Church of God is ioyned with him in holye covenant 
by volunlarye profession to kaue him the God therof S^ to be his 
I people. Gen. 17. i. 2; Deul. zg. 10. 11. 12 ^c; Nehem. 10. 

I. 2g; Acts 2. 41; i. loh. i. 3; 2. Cor. 6. 16. 6* 9. ij./ 
BUT first proposition, vnderstood as you vnderstand it generallye 
t all Churches and of such a voluntarye profession as excludes 
Be compulsion of any extemall power, is false, but for the better 
■Bceming of the error thereof, it behoueth to premise some ad- 
lonitions, & first to distinguish the first erecting or foundyng of 
[Church (where none was) as it were vpon a newe foundation 
fcm the reedyfying or repayring of a church vpon the founda- 
m formerly layed./ 

pr even as in the case of the maried where cause of separation 
Ith beene gyven, it is not needfull to solemnize a newe mariage 
begin the contract againe but onelie to recognize the bond 
teadye entred, so it is in the case of Churches which haue 
lien in greate measure from their covenant, that there needs 
tt as at the first a newe collection or calling out to make a cove- 
txt, but a recognition of the covenant once made in takeyng vp 
t profession and practize thereof./ 
id in this case of recognition or reduction that is lawful! & 
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^Onne, that is the seyntes, as Mr Smyth & the Annabaptistes 
?**^'Uld./ So there shall not be anye hipocrite in the Churches./ 
^ Cor. 6. 16 proues well that God's people ought not to haue com- [6 pkce] , 
^**"miion with idols, idolaters, or vncleanes, but rather separate 
J^*^!!! them, which will well warrant the magistrates to thrust 
^***<J's people out of such companye yf they be not diligent enough 
J^^ goe of themselues./ 

T^t»e voluntarye separacion to be vrged from hence is not to •*j 
F*>aie a man extemallye a member of the visible Church (which 
!*'^e be, whether his profession be voluntarye or noe),'' but to ['■Thisdistinctio 
''^aie him intemallie one of God's, which is another point which of internal] and 
*»sigistrates cannott reache toe./ ''"^'^"Uw ' '"^ 

^>- IS one tnmg to be one of Ood s people at large, as all the pro- gj^j [^ take vpp 
'*Ssed members of his Church are. another to be one of his in against the 
^lecyall. as are onlye his elect. There is a lewe which is not a Anbapiistea. 
■^^we, an Israelite not an Israelite, a Christian not a Christian, 
^*d as theyr condicyons are diuers, so are the essencyall formes 
'^f their constitution, a point which you seeme to forgett while 
i*"©!! require the same conditions of euery extemall member of 
the Church, which must be had in everye ancere member./ 
^inallye, out of this place yssues an exhortacyon that everye —^ 
iiiember of the Church should purge himself from all filthines, 
2. Cor. 7. 1, but yf he doe not, it foUowes not that he is noe visible 
member, or the congregation (wheran he is) noe trtie Church of 
God. And therefore yf you wiU foDowe this place home to the 
marke in your sense, you must tume Annab^dst, as others haue 
done vpon the same ground./ 

2. Cor. 9. 13. The vohmtarye submisdon of the Church of Cor- [7 placcj , 
jnth to the Gospel! at their first calling proues not that therefore 
in the recalling of a wandiing Church all the members must 
voluntarilye submitt theretoe or dies there is noe tree Church. 
However they ought and mtist (yf they wilbe true members of 
the Church) willinglye submitt themselues./ 

You are fane wide yf you thinke that whatsoeuer the j^>ostle» *'i 
speake in praise of the Cburcfaes was true in all the members 
therofj for e%'en amongst those Corinthians (as afqjeares) were [2. 
ffianie such, as the Apostle feared be should finde such as be 
would not, and such as he sboold bewayle, which had not repented 



AN ANSWER TO 

of thdr vncleanes, fomicatioii, and wantonnes commined. 
Thinke you these also had submitted to the word saue in pro- 
fession ?/ 

Now to your minor I answere, first, that you deale not sincerelye 
in chaunging the state of your question for advantage, for the 
question beynge of St Andrewes as it nowe stands, you ruimt 
backe to that congregation as it stood fiftye years agoe, as yl 
because then manie did suddenlye & ignorantlye embrace the 
truthe, for respect of the lawes, therefore now also this congrega- 
tion (wherin perhaps be not two of those lefte) doth not vohm- 
tarelye receyue the covenant of God. Mr Robinson, is tli8 
answered with a good conscyence, is this sinceritye ? 

**i. Touching that congregacion as it was then, how proue you it (fid 
not embrace the covenant voluntarilye ? forsooth because by 
compulsion ? what compulsion ? was there anye other com- 
pulsion then the commaund of the lawes to desist from idolatrie 
& to worship God accordyng to his word ? And could not this 
compulsion of lawe stand with voluntarye submission, as wel! as 
Israel] willinglye embraced what Asa and his princes, Hezekiah 
and his princes decreed and enacted, a. Cron. 15. 15 & 30, il?/ 
Verelye, the ioye of most places in England at that change, 
rather showed that former restreynt & feare had kepte them to 
superstidon, then that they were vnwilling to leaue it of./ 

•*3. You mistake yf you thinke they were all taken vppon the acte of 
authoritye to be members of the Churches, but partlye vpoa 
their first covenant & then vpon their submission to the lawe 
and reail profession, which whether it were voluntarye or noe, 
could not be iudged, nor can you tell./ 

"4. Wheras you saie it was accordyng to the perambulation of the 
parish, I answere you that though a man was taken as belonging 
to the congregation of such a parish, yett this alone made no 
man a member or comunicant, but his auntient birthright and 
his willingnes to comunicate./ 

**5. Whereas you saie, that they stUl were for the most parte noteoie- 
ous, ignorant, and prophane persons, you speake at randome, 
but where you saie it hath ever since the first mouldyng and yet 
doth consiste for a greate part of such as with whome the I-ord 
neuer entred covenant (yf you speake of the external covenant 
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it is fals of all, for they all haue the covenant of God as all Israeli 
had, Rom. q. 4; yf of secret or intemall covenant it is imperti- 
nent, yett herein, besides that you are very presumptuous in that 
censure and forgett what apparent faultes maie be in the true 
sayntes,/ you do crosse your self in confessing a greate part of 
that congregation to be such as with whome God is in covenant, 
whoe yet extemallye haue noe other covenant with God then all 
the rest professe to hould, and withall you insinuate a grosse 
error, namelye that the socyetye of those which are vnsanctefied 
doth disanull the covenant of God with such as are sanctefied, 
as yf forsooth theise were not a people gathered vnto God in 
, specyall covenant because there be among them such as are nott 
findeed in covenant with God but in showe onelye or exter- 
nallye)/. 

Here also you fall agayne into your ould pitt while you confound 
the consideration of extemall members with the condicion of 
internal! or sincere by which rule you maie condemne all the 
Churches that ever were, yf anye hipocrites be among them, 
seyng God neuer entered into inward covenant with hipocrites./ 
Wherefore, when as you conclude that St Andrewes hath neyther 
the matter of a Church, which is sayntes by calling, nor true 
forme, which is covenant with the Lord, and therefore can be 
noe true Churche,/ you haue onelye taught your toungue to 
slander a famous Church of Christe which hath manie reall 
sayntes in it, and none but doe professe sanctetye & houldeth 
that same covenant with God professedlye which Christ hath 
sealed with his blood, beleiving and professing that fayth which 
you dare not as yett gainsaye./ 

I haue alheadye shewed the ground of this error that you doe 
falselye define the essencyall forme of a visible Church as you 
did before the matter of the visible Churches./ 
I therefore invert this argument vpon you thus: St Andrewes 
hath the matter of a true Churche, which is men called to be 
seyntes, & the true forme, which is the profession of covenant 
with God by lesus Christe accordyng to the Gospell. Therefore 
it is a true visible Church from which noe man can separate 
without sinne. Looke you therefore to your reckoning, for it is 
fearful]./ 
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ice Doe worhip seme but for faceyn^ ■ 
e encombred withe some vrmecessaiyK iatmim^itm 
ber order, but yett it is nott in the pnqar^HM 
mship./ 

b proue a devised worship you saie Gvti Jm 
but the ould and newe Testament w tr i 
hat then ? Therefore, his worship nuuc ug 
of anye other booke, as it is an utifcr w 
therefore noe booke elles maie be vmsu u 
)ippaig God will nott followe, noe mvir < 
led nothing but water for bapUbii. ' 
Lord's supper, therefore to comm&iKi ^ 
le or font brought into the Cburdi. i 
e in a siluer, glassen, or earthen cup) 
eed it were, yi anye man platcl 
Smyth by the same ground 
from beyng vsed iu tlii 
doe wdl to goe to him or quit*- lu- t, 
I that God commaunded a LrauaUc^ 
more then a forme of prayer,, 

Gtd was and mate be purdie ivonktffii^A 

ftrme, ergo, this is a devised worship 

nd. yf we beleeued that in this v^. 

jp of God, elles ridiculous; for <--;. i. . 

mcssaiye./ God was and male h: 
\ particuler place sett aparte Lii^, ■ 
tee for it is to devise a wonihijj 
bettered by the place it sdf ViKif. i-- •^■" 
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.^KiWKi tndcvtl, yf it du«. it b a cau%. but not soe yf it doe it as an to 
culoa oaetyv. by reason of oiire preiudice or negSgence. 

Ma RuMNWw But why doth it qttodk the aptritt of prayer, whick God gyMli 
Urn ^wi «/ kis Ckmsk f imamst (forsooth U laketk vp Ae pim 
iUid wirkt 0f lAr spmHi, wImv ^< is to teach vs what to prayt <K- 
Mr^in( 1» mn fnsmd mtc9ssitits. Rom. S. 26. i. Cor. 12. 7./ 
Amswkx Howe taka it vp the piac« and worke of the spirit ? what by 
minutring vnto vs without studye the matter of oure requestes 
or the BMUUwr of vtteryn^ th«m. that oure afilections might be 
the more at hkrge and iatentiue ? Howe did God teach the 
^^^ lewes, howe dk) our Lont teache his disciples to praye ? Did 

^^^h God's sptritt teach oietuics of crosseyng or of serving it self./ 

^^^1 To saye Christ taught not hb disciples a sett forme of prayer 

which they were (.thouj^ not alone or allwayes) to vse, is one of 
the most fantasticall conceytes that ever came in anye man's 
*Luke II. 1. brayne. considering how clearlye the Evangelist notes the occa- 
sion gy\"en & the answere thus, save Oure Father, not thus, saie to 
your heauenlye Father, or praye to him that his name maye be 
hallowed, &c.. but puttyng the forme of petidon into their 
mouth he bids them speake thus vnto God, Our Father which 
arte in heauen. &c. / 

Tell me not that there is noe comparison betwixt Christes prayer 
& GUIS, least I tell you no more is there betwLit his & yours coft- 
ceyued. The question is not of the excellencye of the prayers bat 
of their prescription or stintednes./ 

Moreover, yf the worke of the Spiritt be hlndred by a prescript 
forme of words, then by all the publike prayers of the pastors 
is the spiritt of prayer hindred in the people, while to them is the 
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be of prayer prescribed in as much as the ministers' wordes 
[tes their spiritt in prayer./ 

irere me nott that this is God's ordinance, for yf you doe, 
'then confes that God hath ordeyned his people a stinted 
^ of prayer, while they all are to attend what one speaketh 
■are prescribed what to praye for & in what words not by 
lipiritt in them, but by the mouth of their minister./ 
jfou were not contentious, you might see that all publike 
tei is limitted and stinted to all the congregacyon, saue onlie 
am that conceyueth it, wherin yf the Church of God maye 
be Spiritt of God make her prayers, then is not the worke of 
^iritt hindred by the prescription or Umitacyon of a sett 

te./ 

b not Mr, Robinson yett knowe that the act of prayer, as it 
^irituall worship, lyes not in the forme of words, whether 
red out of present conceyt or written out of former conceyte, 
In the intencyon of the hearte sanctefied by fayth presenting 
iequestes vnto God with feeling, which intention of the spiritt 
b neyther help or hurte by the difference of a present or 
ler conception of words ceteris paribus./ And verely as it 
i a superstition to place the verye acte of devine worship 
perlye taken) in such or such a forme of wordes written, so 
ft like supersticyon to hould that God cannott be worshipped 
joye forme of words conformable to the scriptures./ For 
fcr of these doth alike place the worship of God wherein he 
t not placed it. So you teach a devised worship of God in 
Ifcrs, & not the Church of England, while you teach that God 
iott as truelye be worshipped in a forme of prayer penned 
6 a forme of prayer immediatly conceyued, whereas the 
iches of England houldes them indifferent, prescribyng some 
!ers and leaving others to the minister's abilitie, discrecyon, 
tesent occasions according (therin) to the scriptures, which 
i vs examples of both kindes vsed of God's people, and al- 
d of God himself./ 

iq>eake comonlie of the spiritt in prayer, as yf the worke of 4 
piritt therein were some extraordinarye inspiracyon or rav- 
k!nt like those of the prophettes & not an babituall grace 
lefying our intencyon, memoryes, judgment and affections, 
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which yi it be your meaning to doe, you shall doe well to foro 
the spiritt of Annabaptistrye to be entring vpon you. but yf y 
meaoe by the spiritt no other then that grace which sanctefye 
and directeth our naturall powers in that worke. then doe i 
thinke tJie spiritt to be eyther impeached, di^>araged. or hindi 
by anye sucbe extemall meanes as help our invencyon or me 
oryes. Howe euer noe such outward helps can suffidentl 
teach our heartes to praie, for that ooelye doth the ^iiitt 
God./ 

You ad that prayer must be accordyng to the present necessiiya, 
I tell you that the comon prayers of the Churche of England a 
for such thinges as we ought to thinke necessarye to be crau 
for our selues or some other of our brethren at all tymes./ 
And as for extraordinarye occasions the minister is left at liber^ 
to meet with them./ 

Lett me, therefore, conclude that seyng God himself ordeyw 
some sett formes of prayer to be vsed,* & Christ *> taught li 
disciples a sett forme of prayer, and all publike prayers are to tl 
people sett formes of prayers, sett formes, therefore, hinder oi 
but rather serue the grace of God's spirit in their heartes. F; 
nallye, seeing all Churches of God vsed sett forme of prayers, 
is a strange fantasticall pride in you to condemne all the Church 
of God of false worship, and a false worship among your seh 
to place the worship of God in one onelye kinde & manner 
prayers which God himself hath left indifferent to that waye or 
another, provided allwayes that the externaU mamier be ai 
mated & quickned by his spiritt in oure heartes, without whii 
all kinde of prayer conceyued or written are to vs dead & vayi 
to God vnpteasant & vnsauorye./ 

It is not tawfull to comunicaie in anye other ministerye tk 
Christ hath left in his Church which I thus manifest. 
Your maior is ambiguous, true in some sense, false in some othi 
for yf by other ministerye you meane essencyallye & intraicyo 
allye an other ministerye then Christ hath left in his, Churcl 
it is true; but yf you meane (as it seemes you doe) by anotb 
teiye, a ministerye of anye other fashion in the manner 
calling, title, imployment, or mayntenance, then is it false, yo 






I 



JOHN ROBINSON OF LEYDEN 

■oofes eyther needles or forceles, — needles, yf you would proue 
At which noe man denyes, forceles yf you would proue that a 
an maie not comunicate with anye other ministerye then such 
b is in all pointes prescribed by Christe,/ But lett vs see your 
roofes whose want of weight you supplye with number./ First 
3U saye: 

The ministerye of the newe Testamenl is a parte of Chrisks *Mr Rqbdison 
Testament which he hath stalled with his Hood, and therefore 
nothing mate be added to it or taken from it. GaU. 3. 7; Heb. 

?•/ 

:es out of Gal. 3. 15 {for you misnumbred the verse) & 
9. 17 proue that God's covenant is not to be disanulled, but 
till should haue proved that every ministerye or kinde of seruice 
I the Church with all the circumstances thereof are prescribed 
I Christes Testament, wherto you bring nothing but a bare 
sertion; yett yf you had proued so much, you had not proued 
bat you vndertooke, namelye, that it is not lawfull to corouni- 
te (suppose not in lawfull thinges) with a ministerye which is 
anye pointe sinnefullye vndertaken. Howe euer the sinne is 
)tt to be allowed./ 
our second proofe is this : 

// is a parte of Christes kinglye office to appoint the officers and "Mk Robinson 
ministers of his kingdome./ 

Tiat then ? Therefore, noe kinde of officers maye be appointed •Answek 
the Church but by Christ in his owne person. Will that 
Howe ? Or by Christes imediate revellation. Will that foUowe? 
etylye not soe, but that, therefore, noe office maie be sett vppe 
intraryant to those that he hath established & rules which he 
ilh gyven, for whoe dares saye that the Church of Christe doth 
)t at all communicate f the princelye power of her Lord ? Or [fVour Mr Ain»- 
hoe dares condenme the primitiue Churches for helpinge them- worth ' afTirmn 
lues with some kinde of seniantes which were not prescribed, t 't ' « j 
1 that of the readers St acolathes howe ever it turned to abuse ?/ 

' This was probably Ihe way in which the third persoD originally spelled AJiU' 
irth's Dame. The Dame, however, as thus written, has been croued out, aad 
Ssoeswoortb " substituted for it in a fourth handwriting. 




Butt take it that there is a sinne committed in the erectioQOi 
alteradon of the ministerye in anie pointe, as there is in the chdse 
of anye other kinde of magistrates then such as God prescribed, 
will it folio we that men maye not comunicate with them 
soe, then will it also foUowe that a Christian maJe not lawfiiliye 
comunicate with a. covetous or vnrighteous magistrate, whidi 
beyng true in respecte of his faulte, is not soe in respect of his 
office./ Your third is this: 

ROBWSON /( was not lawfuUjor anye vtider ifie lawe to minister before Sil 

Lord save the Levites, nor to comunicate with anye other 
ministring. i. King. 12. ji. 2. Cran. 11. ig &* 26. 18. ig.l ^ 
•Answer Your place out of the 2. Cron. 11. 19 is by some forgetfuUnS « 
vtterlye mistaken. The others proue well that none but tlit 
Levites were capeable of the Preisthood, but this is vtterlye bfr 
side the question, which is not whether a man maye comunicatt « 
with such a person as is vtterlye vncapeable of the ministerye I 
as all were then of the Preisthood but the Levites, but whetho 
a man sinnes in comunicatyng with a man in excercyse of ius t 
ministerye, which hath beene vndertaken or imposed with some 
siime,/ 

You confound a nuUetie & a defecte, as a man should saye the 
manage which a man makes with his owne sister is vnlawful 
and voyd, therefore also the mariage which a man makes with an 
vnbeleeving woman. One of these makes a nulletye of the act, 
the other a great fault, but not a nulletye./ 
Make your comparison even and it will teach you better. For 
lett the case be of a Levite or preist that otherwise liveth then 
God prescribed, or that was not sanctefied legaJlye accordyng to 
the purification of the Sanctuarye, or not learned in the lawes 
of God as he ought, did the people sinne in comunicating with his 
ministerye, yea or noe ? If not, as you must confes, seyng the 
prophettes and even Christ himself did comunicate in the holye 
thinges of God when the preistes were miserablye out of square, 
then consider that, likewise, the Lord's people maye comunicate 
in his worship without sinne in such a ministerye as is sinne- 
fuUy admitted or administretb sinnefullye in some persooall 
respectes./ 
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s third you ioyne an ainpliiication, that 
Christe was not lesse faytkfull or carefuU, b'c, then Moses, 
7or. 12. 5. Heb. 3. 1.2, so neytker is he wortkye of lesse honor 
Ins ordinances, &c., in the administration oj his kingdome, 
xh is a kingdome thai cannott be shaken. Heb. J. 5 6* 12. 23. 
I I. Tim. 5, 22,/ 

s beyng graunted wins nothing to your cause for neyther 
bis proue that Christ hath strictlye prescribed all circum- 
) touching the ministerye of the newe Testament, 
did it not (for the orders of the Levites in the ould were 
ise ranged afterwardes by David '), nor yf this were 
would anye thing followe but that there were a sinne 
tted in not observing in everye point the patterne, not 
ey which partake in the ministration should partake in the 
f the minister, which point is so absurd as yf you will vp- 
t you must also graunt that whatsoeuer sinne the minister 
ttes in the worke of ministration the people which 
lie with him must alsoe partake. For yf his entrance into 
iction shall defile them, much more his execution, seeyng 
yne with him in this worke and not allwayes in the other./ 
e, the faythfuUnes of Christ in his house lyes not in pre- 
ig particulerly everye cyrcumstance & rite as Moses did, 
doeyng and prescribyng so much as he had in comission, 
, those thinges which doe in the Newe Testament belong 
ally to God's worship, as did those particuler prescriptes 
es in the Ould; I thinke verylye that they are wide of the 
which drawe the comparsion (as some doe) to all extemall 
. t or orders in the newe Testament, as yf those also were as 
■all partes of the newe Tabernacle as the beesome, ash- 
:c., were of the ould./ 

ue that you saye Christes kingdome cannott be shaken, 
s absurd to place that kingdome of Christ (as you doe) in 
,11 & varyable cyrcumstances, wherin yf the kingdome of 
had stood, it must haue beene shaken all to fitters longe 

lace of I. Tim. 5. 22, Laie nol hands rashlye on anye man, 
ytker be partaker of other men's sinnes, comes in out of 
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square to proue the kingdome of Christe to be vnshaken, buljl 
you meane to applye the latter parte of it (neyther be partita : fi 
of other men's sinnes) to this case of comunicatyng withaiBt k 
ister in whose manner of ordination there hath beene sinne o» iw 
mitted, you are much mbcaryed, for though no man could lij! n 
on his hands & approue a sinnefull ordination without simie,iii» !s 
much as his consent was vnto the sinnefull worke, yett a fflB rn 
might lawfuUye comunicate with that jierson in another woil i 
which is not sinnefull, yea & disallowe his sinne in the entrsniKl 
even as a man maye lawfullye communicate at the Lord's tatltji 
with an angrye or a covetous minister whose wrathf ullnes fl V 
covetousnes he maie not approue, seing God forbids them./ 
Fourthlye (you saye) , the miniskrye is a meanes of God's awjitf 
and so vnalterable./ 

I answere both the antecedent and consequent are questiocaWt 
For yf you meane that the verye extemall manner of calH 
names, maintenance, and such like, is a meanes of God's wonlif 
(vnles you vnderstand a meanes remote), it is false & of sui 
thinges is the question betwixt vs./ 

And when you saye tkerefore vnalterable, your inference is douW 
full, for not everye meanes of worship but these that be immefi^ 
ate meanes & prescribed of God as meanes, are see far forth vih 
alterable that without sinne they cannott be altered, and so is 
the ministerye of the newe Testament-t/ 
But what yf one graunted you as much in the ordinacyon asii 
the execution & in the circumstances as in the substance ? (i 
that you could winne is that the Church sinned in altering, bil 
not that one might not comunicate with, such a ministracyU 
vnles you will saie that we cannott comunicate in anye thing wit 
that Church of God that sinneth against anye ordinance of Chris 
which will put you to separate from all, yea from your own 
ministerye vnles you be without sinne in the execution of it./ 

*Ma Robinson Fiftlye, Christ {saie you) kath promised noe blessing to a» 

other ordinance then his owne. Malh. 28. zo; Epk. 4. ii. i 

•Answer If the ordinances of the Church answere the square of geneil 
rules, they are in some sence Chrbtes and soe capeable of a ble 
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:, because suteable to that which he hath commaunded. Where- 
ttre, yf you meane by ordinance a particular prescription, you 

s abused./ 
S'Ut graunt your assertion, what followes ? but that, therefore, 
^f*o fane forth as the ministers are not the ordinance of Christe 
^^*lieTe is no blessing promised that Christ bath blessed the min- 
"'*Sterye of England, dare you denye ?/ 

-ftut in the pointes of comunication with them in prayer, doc- 
^ *rine, & sacramentes, they be the ordinances of Christe, how- 
' ^uer in manner, or cyrcumstances of ordinacyon, or calling not 
5oe. You doe throughout in this question confound the essencyall 
*i propertyes with necessarye cyrcumstances,'' as one should thus 
n§ dispute: He that hath not all the essencyall partes of a man i; 
<% not man, therefore he that hath not two legs and two armes is 
•j noe man, for even as the legs or the armes are partes of a man 
- not essencyall, but rather perficient, so are those cyrcumstances 

^of the ministery which you stand on./ 
Lastlye (you saie), ihe officers which Christ hath placed ar 
sufficyenl for the worke of the ministerye &" ihe edificacion of the 
bodye till the bodye be perfect, as appeareth in the place last 

named, Eph. 4. 11. iz. 13, &" so must feed theflocke tiU Christes 

appearance, i. Peter. 5. 1. 2. 4./ 
And how then ? Therefore it is not lawfull to comunicate with 
the pastor of St. Andrewes, for your question is of him,/ 
But you meane in respect of the episcopall authoritie wheretoe 
the pastor of St, Andrewe is subiect. Now, yf your place proue 
the Bishop to be an vnnecessarye addicyon, doth it therefore 
proue the pastor or teacher there to be vnlawfull ? what logick 
call you this ? Yett doth not your place proue the Bishop to be 
vnnecessary, vnles it proue also the laie elder & deacon to be vn- 
necessarye, neyther of which are eyther named or signified in that 
place where you saye all the needfull officers are expressed ?/ 
Indeed, of these named some were, some are necessarye of simple 
necessitye & must be, but that there maie be noe paiticuler man- 
ner for disposing & orderyng of these beyond themselues will not 
followe, vnles we shall also cut of the authoritye of the particular 
congregacyons aswell as of Bishops or sinods in Church goveme- 
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ments, or saye that the exteraall discipline maJtes not to edifia- 1 • 
tion of the bodye of Christ./ 

Vou erre, therefore, in takyng that to be simplye, absolutelyi, 
& onelye ascribed to these officers which is but principallye « 
specyallye attributed theretoe, for the Scripture doth also re- 
quire other helps, as namelye priuate admonicyon of others, k 
oure owne diligence for the edification of the bodye of Chiistb 
The place of i. Pet. 5. i. a. 4 is ill aleadged to proue that pastOQ 
& teachers & elders must feed the flocke till Christe come, al- 
though the thing be true./ 

Thus haue I gone through all your 6. reasons which proue not 
that everye alteracyon in cyrciunstances concerning the minis- 
terye is sinnefull, much lesse that to comunicate in God's tnie 
worship with such a ministerye as is (in some respecte) simtefull 
is an vnlawfull thing./ 

Now followes your minor, that is, 

• Mr Robinson- That the mitiislerye of St Andrewes in Norwich is another m#- 

isterye then that which Christe Iiath left in his Church,/ for con- 
jirmacyon wherof you first premise, that the ordinarye mijttJ- 
terye which Christe hath gyven &* the ApposUes ordeymd in eter) 
particular Church, are Bishops or elders 6* deacons. AA 
6. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. &■ 4. 23. 6* 20. ij; Phil. i. i; i. Tim. l- j; 
Titus I. J. 4. J, &•(./ 
This you confirme by three argumentes: 

'Mh Robinson i. First, that these Christe hath appoynted, the holye GhaA 
made, and tfte ApposUes ordeyned, and so without the sameotn 
greate power they maie not be reversed. 

2. Secondlye, that for these alone and their choise the Lord AoA 
taken order, i Tim. 3; Tit. i. 

3, Thirdiye. these alone are sufficyent for the dispensation ojtk 
holye thinges of tlie Church, lite elders of the s^riluaU thingesfar 
the soule, the deacons of bodylye thinges for the bodye or outwati 
man./ 

Then you inferre 

That Hie Church of England reteyneth onlye the name of deaco»- 
rye, estaUisHng a most counterfeyle Sir adulterate office vnder it,/ 
a. St. Andrewes Church is not capeable of the true office tf 
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deaconrye {which ail true Churches are) neyther hath it vse, or it 
maie be neuer had or shall kaue, of the office of deaconrye estab- 
lished in the Church of England, as all true Churches kaue of all 
|i true offices when the Lord a£ordeth jitt Pien; so that eytker the 
Church or the office (or rather both) must be of men &* not of God. 

tperceyue you abandon tlie governing elders as doth Mr Smyth, 
feor those elders or Byshops you mencyon were preaching elders, 
kbout which poynt I will not striue against your iudgment. You 
|b3so abandon the widdowes, although they and their choise also 
Che described by St Paule, which you denye in saying that for 
I these alone and their choise the Lord hath taken order./ 
"Die office of elders is not onely discribed but the necessitye of 
itin perpetuitye for the gathering together or consummation of 
the saintes. Eph. 4./ 
j, Touching the deacon's office maie be more question, in asmuch 
I as it is not properiye a spirituall ministration in regard whereof 
I the Appostles put it of from themselues, and was excercised in 
flothinge perteyning to the edification of the conscyence in god- 
lynes, but (as you saie) for the owtward man./ 
Secondlye, howe ever, in those tymes it was necessarye the 
Churches should take older for releife of theire owne poore mem- 
bers, least they should by want fall' of or be exposed to the malice 
& scome of enemyes while yet the dvill sword was against them; 
yett when God adioyned the cyvill power to the Church, the 
care of releeuing the poore might comodiouslye fall vnto the 
cyvill magistrate's disposicion for anything I yett knowe, as well 
as vnto Nehemia, cap. 5. Nehemia. For it is noe proofe of per- 
petuitye that it was then ordeyned for the Churches, seyng the 
collection for the releife of lerusalem was then a thing ordeyned 
in all the Churches of the Gentiles to be made everye Lord's 
daye, &c,, which yet no m^n will saie must in like case be coq- 
tiaewed in such manner and fonne but that princes maie com- 
Oiaund such releife of their subiectes./ 

So, likewise, the AppostoEcall decrees for absteyning from blood 
& strangled was made by the holye Ghost, ordeyned by the >^ 
[x)stles, yett is not of f)erpetuitye, nor yett reversed by the same 
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or greater authoritye, but determind (as all lawes esseni 
doe) with the reason or cause of makeyng it./ 
I gpeake not this to disproue the practize of the Christ 
Churches in reteyning still such an office as very comodious, ' 
sincerely propound what I thinke touching the simple necesatie 
of it, where you cannott well blame men, seyng your self seeme 
to haue cutt of the colledge of widdowes which yett were then in 
vse & ordeyned, as well as the deacons./ 
Wherefore, passing by what you saie of another kinde of deacoi 
made in the EngUsh Churches, & what you ad of St. Andrews 
incapacitye of true deacons, I content my self to saye that yf 
that Church doth want that kinde of ministerye, it followes nol 
that it hath another kinde of ministerye then that which Christ 
hath erected, noe more then it followes that a man hath stolkn 
goods in his house because he wanteth goods of his owne whidi 
ill debtors keepe from him. Onely when as you saie, that dS, 
true Churches haue use of all true ojices when the Lord a^ordethjUlt 
men, I must needs tell you that you speake both tymorouslye & 
without iudgment, ^ timorouslye in addyng when the Lord 
affordeth fitt men, as belike seeyng that sometyme true Churches 
want the vse of some true offices (as perhaps your owne) ; with- 
out iudgment in affirming that all true Churches haue vse of those 
offices which with one breath you confes they maye sometymes 
want for want of &tt men, & yet be true Churches./ 
Agayne when you conclude that in respect of the kinde of deacon 
which the Church of England makes, The Church or ike office or 
rather both mast be of men and nol of God, you ouerlash extremelye; 
first, for the office, but cheifelye for the Church, for though that 
office take vp the name of deacon (which beyng in nature comoQ 
to anye ministerye was appropriated (by vse) to that ministerye 
about the poore), yea though also it be restreyned from a full 
imployment in the spirituall ministerye for a tyme, yett is nott 
the office simplie of men, but onely the limitacyon and restreynt 
of it, like as the office of readyng the Scriptures in the congre- 
gacyon is not of men, although the choise of such a person & 
lymitacyon of so manye chapters at a tyme be humane./ 
But to saie that the Church is of men and not of God because it 
hath some ordinance not commanded or wanteth some that 
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proues not that that flocke consisted of one onelye particula 
congregacyon, although (beyng within one cittye) it is calledi 
for that the Church of Antioch = where the Christians so 
multiphed, of lerusalem '' wheretoe belonged more thousandi 
then could convenientlye be drawne to one assemblye, tht 
Church of Ephesus " from whence all Asia tooke light, were on* 
onelye particular congregacyon is neyther certeyne nor prob- 
able; and the like maie be said of the rest. And then what hauc 
you wonne ? seyng the question is of one particuler congregaticffl 
in a cyttye, and you dispute of the Church of a cittye, whidi 
beyng in some respectes one maye be devided into manye pa> 
ticuler branches and in all likelyhood was then./ 
If it be obiected that in lerusalem was one onely particuler con- 
gregation, because it is said, Act. 15. 9 [22], It seemed 
the Apostles & elders with the whole Church. &c. I answere thai 
the phrase is captiouslye taken vp, for whole Church there 
ymportes that present companye of the brethren which were 
drawen together whose ioynt consent is noted in the word 
whole & doth not import that all the belieuers in lerusalem were 
present 5i gaue consent, for they were brethren, verse 10 [23], 
not sisters, who yet were members of the Church & might be 
more in number then the men./ 

2^- A generall assemblye drawen out of sundrie particuler coa- 
gregacyons to the sinod maie be called the whole, not simplye 
but in a sorte, as the assemblie, i. King. 8, is called the congre- < 
gacyon of all Israeli, which noe man will dare to saie was all. 
vniuersallye present./ 

3''*- It is manifest & confessed that the beleeuers in lerusalem 
did meete to worship God in smaller companyes, which must be 1 
true Churches of God or false, for Churches theye were, that is \ 
assemblies drawen together to religious worship, thoughe reteyn- 
ing as it were to one consistorye./ 

Obiect not that it is said. Act. 20, to the elders of Ephesus, feed 
the Socke, as speaking of one, for so sayth Peter, feed the flocke, 
writyug to the elders of the lewish Churches dispersed in Pontus, , 
Asia, Galatia, Capadocia, & Bythinia, in which you will not saie 
there was but one particuler Churche, yett all those partlt 
& all other are essencyallye but one flocke of Christe./ 
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you instance that in the Actes 14 it is said theye ordeyned 
sSiders in euerye Church,/ I answere that the place is to be in- 
tierpreted partlye by it self, which names the citties of Listra, 
tcooium, & Antiochia, where they ordeyned these elders {in 
■ye Church); partlye by another like by you alleadged, wher 
'aule gaue Titus in care to ordeyne elders in euerye cittye in 
'hich there might be more then one particuler Church./ 
Adde thereto that the Appostles planted Churches onelye in the 
<dttyes for the better spreadyng of religion into the villages & 
townes, & therefore you herein doe but equivocate in the name 
Churche, which sometymes imported all the seuerall Churches 
of one cittye, sometymes one seuerall assemblie./ 
3ut yf euerye particuler congregacyon had more ministers then 
one, howe proue you a colledg? Two are more then one, but les 
then three cannott make a colledg. And yf this were Christes 
ordynance, that euerye congregacyon must haue a colledg of 
ministers to goveme it, I will not aske how countiye Churches & 
poore townes shall doe for maintenance, but when there wilbe 
such a flood of able ministers as will serue euerye congregacyon 
with a colledg of them./ 

Agayne, admitt that the Appostles ordeyned to euerye par- 
ticuler congregacyon a colledg or societie of ministers to goveme 
when the graces of God for the ministery overflowed & 
Churches were fewe, will it followe that it ought euer so to be ? 
Can you yett see no difference betwixt an example, & a constitu- 
cyon, a presedent & a cannon, or a temporarye ordinance & one 
perpetuall ?/ 

3. Finallye, saye it ought to be soe perpetuallye & is not, doth this 
proue the ministerye of St Andrewes to be another ministerye 
then that which Christ hath ordeyned ? Can Mr Robinson see 
noe difference betwixt the kinde of ministery & manner of ad- 
ministracyon ? Were the Levites another ministerye in David's 
tyme then in Moses', because then cast into another order then 
they serued in before ? You might as well saye you are another 
man then you were in Norwich because you are nowe at Leyden, 
for such accidentall changes change not the essencyall beyng or 
names of thinges, and you vndertooke to speake of essencyall 
partes, not accidentall./ 
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Come we to your second reason:/ 

The elders which Christe hath left are to feed the jlocke of 

vnder Christe the cheife Sheepheard immediatly, 6* are countA 

to nee other sheepheard but him alone spirttuaUye./ i. Pit. 

I. 2. J. 4- But the ministers of St Andrew's are to feed 

onlie Christes flocke but the Bishap's flocke to ■whome as to 

high Shepheard they must be countable. Ergo, the ministers 

Si. Andrewes are not such as Christ hath left to his ChurcheJ 

Countable to none but to Christ spirituallye, that is ecdeaasfr 

callye, what odds betwyxt these elders & a pope saue in number ! 

for this is his primacye to be in spirituall thinges the cheifest k 

countable to none but to Christe. What not to the congregacyM 

where they are ? perhaps yes, but to noe other Shephard, that; 

is to the sheepe, but to noe shephard. What, not to the rest ot 

the colledge of elders, but everye one entyer ? yes perhaps to tlie 

shephards, but not to one shephard./ 

So wretched a thing and soe blinde is a contentious mynde, that 
to winne what it striues for will lose more then it winnes./ 
But how falslye this is said that the ministers of Christe are 
countable to none but Christe, appeares by that account which 
Paule bids Tymothye take of the ministers, & yett Timothye was 
a shephard & was not Christe./ 

If you obiect that Tymothye was an evangelist and that callinf 
nowe expired, it's not to the point, for it sufficeth to proue that 
the elders male possiblie be accountant to some other shephard 
then to Christe, which you gaynsayed./ 
And seyng all your prescription for your colledg of elders is from 
those tymes in which the Appostles lyved, & evangelistes alsoe 
to take a reckoning of them, with what face can you plead from 
these tymes a perpetuall colledg of elders, & refuse from the 
order of the same tymes a superioritye of some power over the 
same, whether in one person or in manye./ 
Your onelye place to proue your assertion is miserablye alleadged 
out of I. Pet. 5. 1. 2. 3. 4, which onelye proues that the ministers 
must gyue account to Christe as to the great shephard, but 
not that they must gyue it to him alone; you forgett that he was 
an Apostle that wrote this whome (you thinke) they were to 
account vnto./ 
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The like I saie to the first branch of your assertion, That the 
ttinisiers are to feed the Jhcke of Christe, vnder Christ ymediaUye, 
that is without subiection to anye ecclesiasticall or spiritual! 
[wwer. For proofe wherof you bring nothing. Against which I 
retume, that all the elders which the Appostles ordeyned were 
lubiect to them and to the evangehstes, and thoughe that power 
b these particuler functions haue ceased, nor canbe resumed in 
the right of those determined offices, yet such a power must 
be continued, whether in some selected persons such as were at 
the first called Bishops or in the consent & sinods of manie, 
otherwise the particuler Churches shalbe without bond or order. 
So vnwiselye do you provide for ech particuler congregacyon a 
liberty which must needs preiudice the vniuersall and as by other 
your argumentes you condemne all the ministerye that is or hath 
beene since the Apostles as a false ministerye, so doe you by this, 
which is noe small sinne in you./ 

As touching your minor. That the ministerye of St Andrewes feeds 
not Christes fiocke ondye, but the Bishop's, it is fitter of scome then 
of answere, beyng but a scome and returnable vpon your self, 
who feed not onelie the flocke of Christe, but your owne, I trowe, 
els whye are you the pastor of it ? 
i| Is it soe absurd a thing that that flocke which is properlye 

i Christes maie in some sense be called the Bishop's, that you 
should make as it were two flockes of one for the phrase sake ? 
I The Bishop is a seruant to that flocke of which Christe is the 

Lord./ 

When you ad that the minister is to give his account to the Bishop 
'as to an high shepheard, yf you meane in such a sense as Christe 

is the high shephard, you knowe you slaunder; yf you meane as 
* to an higher (touching the administracyon of censures) then the 
^pastor is, it is true, and yf this be an expression of the minister's 

(which you haue not proued), yet doth it not proue his ministerye 
'in the holye thinges not to be of God more then the vsurpation 
t'of the Romanes ouer the highe preistes office in placeyng & dis- 
tplaceyng proued a nulletye of all his prebtlye actions in God's 
l^worship. And this might serue for answere to your next argu- 
, but that I desire to gyue you a full hearing./ 
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Your third reason to proue that St Andrewes hath not e 
such elders as Christ left in his Church thus foUowes: 

• Mk Robinson Thefeedyng which Christes inioynes his ministers is the 

Ifip* ouerseeyng or governing the flocke by suck eiders. Act. 
28; i.Thes. 5.12.13; i.Cor.3.i.4.5.^$.ij./ 
■Answes This which you make your third argument is for a good parte 
it the same with your second, for what meane these words 1 
such elders, but that these elders should feed & goverae the 
ticuler flockes ymediatlye vnder Christe, that is to sale withoal 
I subiection to anye other ecclesiasticall power; which if 

proued as you offer to proue, it would onely conclude that 
I elders of St. Andrewes are oppressed and abridged of that power 

I which they ought to haue, but this will not proue that therefore 

they haue not Christes ministerye, for, because they are robbed 
of some, doe they forfeyt the rest of their right ?/ 
•*2 But, indeed, you proue not that the ministers of Christe ought 
thus (immediatlye vnder Christe) to feed & governe the Churches, 
for Act. ao. 28 showes that the elders are bound to feed th( 
flocke, & I. Thes. 5, 12. 13 showes that they are sett ouer them 
in the Lord ; but neyther of these showe that they were to doe 
theire office imediatlye vnder Christ without subiection to olhn 
[' Deui. 16. 18.3 ecclesiasticall officers more then the charge which Moses * and 
['' 2. Chron. 19. lehosaphat '' gaue to the officers and Judges for doyng iustice 
*• 7'3 doth proue that they were absolute commaunders imedatlye 

vnder God himself./ 

Your third place out of i. Cor. 3. i. 4, 5 showes not that the 
[ elders were not subject to others, but that our dependance must 

I not be vpon the person of anye minister, but vpon Christe that 

died for vs./ Your fourth place of i. Cor, 5, 17 verse is mis- 
taken, beyng but 13 verses in the chapter./ 
L**3 You haue not onelie not proued what you vndertooke by these 
scriptures but you haue proued the contrarye, for I am sure you 
will confesse the elders of Ephesus (to whome Paule giues charge 
to feed the flocke that depended on them) and soe of Thessalon- 
ica, to haue beene ecclesiasticallye subiect to the Appostle that 
spake this to them, which showes that subiection to an higher 
ecclesiasticall power maye stand well with that power which the 
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^ And so we shaUfimde iMnrngketU ike Seax Testamemt thtA Ifa 'Mm Rounsc« 
I Apposiks neuer ordetmed or totte comse lo kaaie orieymei 
. tylher newe ApposUa or evamgditia successiiuiie, btii stiU 
elders in euerye pariicuUr Church by whmme the Church of God 

was to befedde. ike holie thinges of God to he adminislred in theire 

seueraU charges./ 

successiue ministerye of evangelistes (properiye vnderstood) ' 
anott be without a successiue ministery of Appostles vpoa 
lich that was to attend for particuler dispatches; nor can 
Ere be anye Appostles properiye but such as sawe the Lord in 
! flesh and had immediate catling from God with vniuersall 
nmission ouer all the world. It was, therefore, absolutelye 
possible for the Appostles to ordeyne successiue Appostles or 
BJigelistes which you vnnecessarelye affirme, & Mr lohnson 
Dues verye idolye at large, as yf we tooke vpon to be Appostles 

evangelistes. It is also most certeyne that the Appostles 
ieyned noe other kinde of standyng minsterye in the particuler 
lurches then pastors or elders, but what then ? 
hence you had inferred that there is no ecclesiasticall function 
lich is by dyvine institution sett abouc the pastors, you had 
id truelie, and no more then Hierome, Augustyne and other 
thers, the Cannon Lawe, the Counseil of Basil), all the Bishops 

England in King Henry the Eightes tyme, & generally all the 
!formed Churches doe receyue, which hould that by divine 
tBtitucyon a Bishop and an elder are one, not in name onclie 
IS some latelye haue trifled), but in function, as the Scripture 
itdearlyeshowe./ 
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CAs appeares by But when you hence infeire {as it seemes Aerius ^ did) that it 
Augustine — ^ot lawful! to constitute a Bishop ouer a presbiter, or anye ecc 
d^e &c 1 "' siasticall person to haue superintendence ouer the pastors, Ji 
gather it weakelye, as yf the Appostles had forbidden \riii 
soeuer they did not commaund in externall discipline, or t 
scripture had as carefullye determined the changeable cyrcm 
stances thereof as the most necessarye pointes of oure saluatioi 
The lawfulnes & the necessitie of some superintendent power OB 
the particuler pastors to keep them in good order & vnitye 
doctrine appeares in the presidentes of that power which ll 
Appostles committed to the evangeliste Timothy, even y^ 
he had established elders./ i. Tim. i. 3./ 
The com[ulnion of the Churches & their mutuall edification, ll 
correction of the pastors themselues & much more the ordinacyi 
of them {which neuer was gyuen into the people's hands) dl 
showe the necessitye of some superintendent ecclesiasticall pow 
ouer the particuler both fiockes & shepheardes./ 
What is then to be said ? Verelye, that a superior power oiH 
the elders must euer remayne grounded partlye vpon the ^ 
postolicall presidents, & partlye vpon the twoe inviolable lawe 
of necessitye and charitie, as without which the good of t^ 
vniuersall cannott be possiblie attended & confirmed by 
devine cannon, God is not the God of confusion but of order. I 
But, as touching the particuler manner of executing this poW 
it seemed good to the holye Ghost, not to prescribe anye 01 
waye, but for the better comoditie of the Church in all places < 
ages to leaue that at libertie, bounded onelye with generall rule 
that the Churches might with good conscyence erecte or ai 
brace one or another manner as necessitye or advantage sboul 
perswade them,/ 
And hence it came that where noe evangelistes were, or ffbo 
the evangelistes (which tooke their authorytye from the Ap 
postles) ceased, the Churches of cittyes and their subburbswra 
first governed by comon consent of the pastors, where tin 
superior power ouer ech particuler was placed in the consent ol 
all or the most, as it is in euerye popular estate; and this thoup' 

k' AfiriuB of Pontus, head of the hospital or asylum at Sebaate about tli«"W 
of Che fourth century. ^^^^1 
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IS (as lerome sayth) the first fashion, yett was not prescribed 
he Appostles soe to be./ 

;refore, when the Churches found inconvenience of this order, 
mse men drewe to parties & into factions, some preuayliog 
euer falls out in such a gouernment) aboue the rest, the pas- 
I by consent found it requisite to choose out one to whome by 
fd of specyaltye they gaue the name of Bishop & to whome 
y gaue also not an emptye title but some authoritye and 
wer of gouennent though not all, or all alone to him./ 

id this, as it began in some places before all the Appostles were [Hieron, Epbt. 
ad, as at Alexandria from Marke, so it spread {by the lykyng ^^ Euagrium; et 
it) ouer all the world in that age & hath euer since continewed. '" ' """' '^'^^' * 
iwe euer Bishops afterward drewe more and more to them, till 
I length it came to greate abuse./ 

[owe as the Churches of citties & villages belonging to them 
tcted the Bishops for supermspection ouer the elders and 
aurches therof, so vpon the like reasons the Bishops of sundrye 
tyes found it necessarye to submitt them selues to the gouer- 
int of a Metrapolitane, whose seate was in some cheife cittie, 
d this in tyme of persecution & by consent./ 
terwards also they rose to Archbishops & to the four greate 
Ltriarkes (which seeme to haue beene establyshed at the fyrst 
icen counsell) as a convenient meanes both to righte particuler 
solencyes, to keepe the Churches in socyetye, to hould out of 
le comunion of all Churches such as were iustlye caste out of 
nye, & for the better gathering of particuler sinods or generall 
Qunselles (by leaue of Kinges & Emperors) through dedsioa 
'herof the appeales and controuersies & other comon affayres 
•f the Church were handled & determined./ 
■t is true that amongst the Patriarkes also they thought fitt to 
pue precedencye to one (which was but a poynt of honor and 
Tder), & this fell (for the glorye of the emperiall cittye) to Rome./ 
^ut when the Bishop of Constantinople (whither the emperiall 
*3te was retyred) began to contend for a newe & insolent title 
'f vniuersall Bishop, the Bishop of Rome ouerwrought him, & 
ontrarye to all former intencyons & institucyons made himself 
DJUersall Bishop, from whence he became that monster and 
Bwhich exalted it self aboue all that is called God, 
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for as the Emperours coruptlye suffered his papall vsurpatwO l,^ 
ouer the Churches to their irreparable damage, soe God atWC 
wards suffered it ouer the Emperores themselues, to their most 
iust & shameful! scome & punishment./ 

Now, Sir, before you come to the papall tyramiye which lifteslt 
self aboue all that is called God, there fell sundrye difierenl 
orders or degrees of superintendencye which the Churches first 
tooke vpp by consent, while the magistrate was an enimye to the 
fayth, & after receyued by the allowance & authoritye of the 
Christian magistrate, vnto whose place the disposinge of extemall 
thinges in the Church doth properlie belonge by devine instita- 
cyon as the Lord's Lieutenent in his place./ 
So then, even as the cyvill power is divine in the generall nature 
[•Rom. 13. I.] for which it is said to be of God," but in the particuler kindes 
[* I. Pet. 2. 13.] thereof is humane *■ & soe called, so is the superintendent eccle- 
siastical! power also./ 
And the ordering or setting thereof is eyther extraordinarye or 
ordinarye, extraordinarye eyther by divine comission or by dis- 
pensacion, by dyvine commission once onelye in the Appostles, 
into whose hands Christ did committ that power ouer all Churches 
which ordinarelye perteynes to the magistrates in theire seuerall 
kingdomes or seigniories, or by dispensacyon, & that often in 
case of meere necessitye, as in the tymes of open persecution of 
the fayth, when the Churches for theire owne advantage maie 
constitute the best orders for themselues without consent of anye 
magistrate, like as one assaulted then lawfullye protectes his life 
with his owne sword where he cannott call for the protection of 
the lawe./ 

But ordinarelye it belonges vnto the magistrate's place by dyvine 
institudon to appoynt such extemall formes & orders of the 
discipline as (sortyng with the generall rules of scripture) maye 
best advance the Church of God, of whyche God hath made him 
a member, a protector & father, & of whome he will take an ac- 
count therof./ 

So that it maie be at the magistrate's pleasure to establish an 
extemall regiment by vse of sinods, Archbishop, & Bishops as in 
the first well ordered churches, or to reduce the regiment of 
Churches to the ioynte gouerment of the elders in their cittyes 
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f cyrcuites, or to devise anie other good waye,/ allwayes pro- 
ved that there be some ecclesiasticall coercyue power sett ouer 
1 particuler, and that the generall good of the Church may be 
^ intended, and that those essencyall callinges and administxa- 
pons which Christ hath prescribed be vphoulden, the comon 

*les of the word in all thinges obsenied for edification./ 

I 'etume to you at lengthe, therefore, & confes that the Appostles 

■oke order onelye for that which is at all tymes & to all particuler 

lurches simplie necessarye, that is the standing & particuler 

isterye of pastors or elders & their ministration, but for the 

»erinspection of them did not ordeyne successiue evangelistes 

Ut onelye lest the president of their superintendent power as 

P*cessarye to be practized, though not vnder the title, or by 

p»t)per right of evangelistes, nor confined vnto anye one or other 

taanner; wherein they baue provided for the varyetyes of tymes, 

^ges, places, & occasions that might ensue, without detractyng 

^ny thing from the magistrates' authoritye, to whome (by 

Pyvine ordinance) in ordinarye that care dothe belong, as it 

path beene executed before & since the coming of Christ in the 

Besh. Wherefore the ministerye of elders male execute that 

Wiich Christe hath particulerly inioyned them, although some 

pecdesiasticall authoritie be sett ouer them to see them doe 

Wutyes whether it be of Bishops, elders, or sinods./ 

KKow haueing cast out of your third argument that branch that 

I Monged not to it but to your second, that is the consideracyon 

of the elders feeding & goueming vnder the inspection of others, 

y lett vs se it as it is, a third argument distinct from the second,/ 

1 The feedyng which Christ inioynes his ministers is the teaching * mk Robinsom 

&• ouerseeyng of Iheflocke, but for the ministerye of Si Andrewes 
\ as it is vtierlye prohibited all gouerment which the Bishop in- 
grosseth into his ovme hands, that he mate lord it ouer both min- 
ister 6* people, so neylher is feedyng by preaching necessardy 
inioyned it. ^c./ 
You bombast your minor proposicyon with the proofes of it 
vnseasonablye, which it behooueth to seuer & soe to make your 
jiroposicyon orderlye & negatiue to the maior as you should haue 
lljkaie In this manner./ 
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But the feeding which is inioyned the ministerye of St Andrewes 
is not the teaching & ouerseeing of the flockes. Therefore what ? 
Therefore the feeding and goueming which is inioyned the min- 
istery of St Andrewes (you meane by the Bishops or the lawe) 
is not the feeding which Christ inioyned his ministers. 
Is not this the direct conclusion of these premisses ?/ 
He looses himself sorelye in disputacyon that looses the question 
as you haue done in this argument, for you should haue concluded 
that therefore the mmisterye in nature and essence is not the 
ministerye of Christe, instead wherof you conclude that the 
officers of the Church doe not vrge that dutye vpon the ministerye 
which Christe specyallye required, which if it were altogether 
true, as it is not, showed onelye grosse faulte in the extemall 
discipline of the Church or officers of it, but did not showe that 
therefore the ministerye m their owne nature & essence were 
alienated from Christes institucion./ 

For is an inferior magistrate in the nature of his office changed 
from God's institution, yf a negligent Prince forgett to presse 
vpon him the proper duties of his function ? Were even obedient 
children essencyallye changed from the condicyon of natural! 
sonnes amonge the lewes, because the pharisies pressed not the 
commaundement of honouryng father and mother as God would, 
but contrarilye ? Mat. 15. 

Is a chast wife estranged from the essencyal! propertyes of a wife, 
yf the lawes punish not adultrye, or her owne husband require 
not chastitye of her ?/ 

I euer tooke it that the essentiall or materiatl dutyes of an office 
were in the nature therof, whether men inioyned them or not, 
and so will you thinke when you consider better of it, and then 
will you see the pouertye of this argument, which because it 
could not ouerthrowe the cause tilted besides it./ 
So then yf this third argument be wholye graunted our cause is 
not hurte, because not touched in the conclusion, howebeit your 
assumption is not altogether true, namelie that the feeding inioyned 
by the Church of England vpon the pastors is not by preaching, and 
goueming the jlockes commilted to them, of which you doe con- 
fusedlye mix the proofe with your proposition, saying: 



JOHN ROBINSON OF LEYDEN 

Pirsl the minislerye of Si. Andrewes is vtlerlye prokibiied all * Mk Robinson 
gouerment which the Bishop ingrosseth inlo his owne hands that 
he male lord it ouer both minister and people, secondlye that " 

preaching is not necessarelye inioyned./ 

You forgett all moderation when you saie the minislerye of Si. 'Answer 

Andrewes is vtlerlye prohibited all gouerment. / 

Is there noe goverment of the Church in feeding it by doctrine ? 

Is it not the cheife parte of spirituall gouerment ? in see much as 
1; the same woord which signifies to feed, signifies also to gouerne, 
, when God saith to lereraye, that he sett him ouer kinges and 
i nations to plant & plucke vp, &c., gaue he him noe gouerment ? 
And yett he gaue him none but by preaching. Is not the min- 
islerye of God's word the arme of his power, the scepter of his 
kingdome ? Is not labouring in the word & doctrine made the 
more honorable branch of gouerment, i. Tim. 5. 17 ? What a 
man are you to saie that he that hath the word and sacramentes 
and administration of prayers alsoe committed to his care is pro- 
hibited all gouerment in the Churche!/ 
Againe,euery minister both maie & ought publikelye to admonish, 

eihorte, rebuke, convince knowen sinnes or errors, & at his ordi- 

nacyon is made to promise to giue his faythfull dilhgence alwayes 

soe to administer the doctrine & disciphne as Christ hath ap- 

poynted & that Church receyued it./ 

Againe, he maye present anye knowen offendor to the churches 

officers, he is bound to suspend from the Lord's table anye notore- 
; ous offendor or ignorant person. He maie possiblie be assistant 
[ to the Bishop in ordination or maie be taken by the Bishop for 

an assistant in his sentences of depriuation, suspenseon, or ex- 
comunication, and yett you saie he is vtterUe prohibited all 
gouerment, as yf you had resolued vtterlie to abandon all mod- 
estye in reproueyng./ 

But you thinke belike he loses all that has not all, or not all he 
should./ Finally the Bishop by the kinges authoritye & consent 
of the parliament houldeth that which you saie he ingrosseth, & 
is made the comon seraant of the Churches in that ofiice wherein 
you saie he lords ouer them, & in his office is restreyned by lawes 
I matters & manner of his proceedyng, nor hath anie power 
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of imposeyng anie lawe vpon the consciences of men or anie 
extemall order but that which is by lawe established./ 
Wherein yf anie of them affect or vse to much greatnes forgetting 
them selues and their bretheren, their institucyon and trust, it 
is a great, but yett a personall, not a functionall fault as you 
make it./ 

Nowe as this of goverment is vntrue, soe is that of preaching 
partlie guilefull, partlye false; guilefull, when you put in the 
word necessardie which was not in your maior proposicyon, as yf 
preaching were not at all enioyned because not necessarylie, 
wherin yett it is vntnie {as shall appeare in answere of that you 
add for proofe of it), and yf it were true, is not sufficyent to proue 
your intendon as hath beene shewed./ 

•Robinson The minislerye or rather indeed the preislhood of St Andreaies 

6* so of all other the parishes of the land stands in o_ffering vp At 
I daylye sacrifize of the service booke, in marijng, burying, chmch- 

I ing of women, ministring sacramentes in forme, readynge horn- 

I lyes, &• performing other cannonicall obedience accordyng to Hit 

I oath of cannonicall obedience, but for preaching the Gospdl or 

I that parte of it which the lawe alloweth, it is not essencyaU to the 

I ministery of England, but an accidenlall, personall qualijicatiof, 

I there beyng manye hundreds in the land true ministers accordyni 

' to the English cannon which neyther doe nor can preach./ 

•Answer To proue that preaching is not necessarelie inioyned, you first 
ramble ouer for your pleasure some other thinges that are nece*- 

t sarelye inioyned, as yf the more vehement imposiclon of those 

I thinges not so necessarye as preaching would proue this were not 

I necessarelie required, like as one should saie, Men at [?] manages 

I take bondes for ioynters, dowryes, and such like, & none foi 

I honestye, therefore chastitye or fidelitye is not necessarylye by 

1 them required; as yf soe be that pointe was not vnderstood in 

I the verye nature of manage (though there be noe mention made 

I of it) as an essencyaU & the most important point which needed 

I not (as the other) to be spoken of particulerlie./ 

I But when you saie the ministerye of the English Church stands 

F in these thinges, as yf nothing eb were to be done (for that 
wherein a thing standes conteynes it), you knowe you speake 
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nirighteouslie, for you & I & others because we could not obserue 
all other thinges required, were put from preaching as from a 
^ecyail parte of our ministerye, therebye to compel! vs to the 
other thinges, which surelie they would not haue done, yf our 
ninisterye had stood in those thinges onelye wherein you place 
it,/ Now whether they doe not presse these lesser thinges to 
much & esteeme that greater to little, our Lord will iudge, but 
we are partyes and should feare least their hard vsage put vs 
out of order, seeyng Salomon hath said that oppression makes 
euen a wise man mad, of which sentence I beseech you to con- 
ader wiselie./ 

But preaching (saie you) is not essenceall but an accedenlall, 

personaU, qualeficalion./ 
Accedentall & personall sometymes importes inherent & proper 
qiiaJetyes & are not directlye opposite to essentiall in euery 
sense thereof./ 

But by other tearmes of casual] and accedentall ornament after 
added, you showe your self to meane an accessarye & not neces- 
sarye faculUe, which words yf you had onehe vsed might haue 
gyuen you light inough to showe theire owne falshood, for asmuch 
as at the ordinacyon of euerye elder according to the Church of 
England the Bishop requireth of him both guiftes to teach & a 
promise of doyng it, noe mencyon being then made of mariage, 
burying, churching of women, or the rest of your addicions, nor 
of the oath of obedience. Beside you knowe that the readyng 
of homilies beying intended for a supplie of preachinge & the 
ioioyning of such pastors as could not preach to provide at the 
leaste monthUe sermons doth manifestlye showe that oure 
Church did euer hould preaching not a casuall ornament but a 
necessarye facultye in a pastor./ And soe all our learned divines 
though favorers of the state haue written, & preachers taught, 
in that Church./ 

But you instance : 

There be manye hundreds in the land true ministers accordyng 
to the English cannon which neyther do nor can preach, therefore 
icking is not essencyaU or necessarye./ 
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Howe manie hundreds I knowe not, but I suppose the ages 
come will hardlie beleiue that so shamefull a botch could be Dl 
cure 50 long & not be cured./ ] 

But to your argument I answere that it is a fallacye, a dicto | 
secundum quid ad dictum simplidter./ 

For yf by true ministers accordyng to the canon you meane such as j- 
the canon allowes as able & sufficyent to take cure of soules, as ij 
wberevnto the guifte of preaching is not necessarye, you then lett 
your tongue speake & aske your heart noe leaue, but yf by true 
ministers you meane that they are counted in some sense, & so 
Ct For as nvilum true,t that their actions & administrations in prayer Si the 
sacramentes maie not be abhorred or counted merelie voyd, then 
you speake truth but lose your argimient, seyng you knowe that 
preaching maie still be held essencyall or necessarye to the func- 
tion of the ministerye, though the want of it doe not to all pur- 
poses destroye the ministerye, as the memorye is necessarye to 
man, the want whereof doth not vtterlie deface hira or denle the 
name of man to him./ 

If you yet trauayle vpon the word essencyaU as perhaps you will, 
you must remember that essenceall is eyther simplie soe, as with- 
out which a thing cannot be, or in a sorte soe, as without which 
a thing cannott be entire or good./ 

In the course of your argument you seemed to intend no more 
by essencyaU but that which was necessarylie required, opposed 
to a casuall ornament./ 

If from essencyall in that sense you slip to essencyaU in another 
sence, as it maie importe a thing simplie necessarye, then do you 
but plaie the sophister vnder the ambiguitie of words & withafl 
bring your self into a newe labcrinth./ 

For yf you hould the guifte of preaching to be simplie essencyall 
to the minister's office then cannott the minister's office be with- 
out it nor it without the minister's office for an houre, so a man 
cannott haue the guifte of preactiing vnles he be a minister, & he 
that is once the minister of a flocke must euer be able to preach, 
for yf euer bysicknes or other occasion he be disabled to preach, 
his office by this rule is voyd, inasmuch as nothing can stand 
without that which is simplie essencyall to it, noe not for a mo- 
ment, by which absurdities you maie be moued to see that the 
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Infte of pnadnmg is not cskbct*! to Ac uftu. al tke i 
tltye in such a imaning, birt nther dm it is tsaxjt^ to the 
office as a most Dccesgaryr Eacohie in him tiat shalbe ut able ft 
> worthie minist^. , 

And yf yon come once to tins, yaa come fiist to that Bhath the 
Chprcb of En^and pcoleaetli. namffc that though the OTjitocfc- 
ing ministers be in socne soise troe nmiistBs ft not *J'"r*^ r**Tiatr 
persons. >iain-tng that pabfiqoe admittance to the Churches ser- 
vice which makes than ^rtemaDye & in the eye of the Qsirch 
ministers or semantes thereof, so as ihciie actions are not meexc^ 
TOyd as of men >'ncalled. yett they are not wortln^ or snfficyent 
ministers, because they want that gnift ft atuhtie of preaching 
vhich b as essmcyall, mateiialL or nece^aiye to an elder as the 
vse of his senses or memorye to a man. 

Wherefore, yf you be beaten ont of the ambiguitye of these two 
words, true &* esiencyaU, ft from that s<^hisme which is a dicl» 
stcutidum quid ad dictum simpHciter. thi^ blowen argument (as a 
bladder pricked) faileth Qa.lt.' 

And this alone {which I desire male be iccB considired) shaxs ■ Ms Rokixson 
hnvc vUerlie vnlau^fuU, b" so all commumom with it, the efice of 
the ministerye in England is, whereof preaching is no essencyt^ 
parte, but a casuaU or accidentaU ornament which, whether it 
come or come not, makes nothing to the beyng or essencyaU con- 
sUtucyon of the ministerye accordyng to wMch we must iudge 
of it./ 
The poynt which you desire to haue well considered is worthie '.^sswia 
of it, for it will shew a marveylous want of iudgment or of sin- 
ceritie in you. euen in you that take so much vpon you, for you 
assume that to the constitucyon of a minister in England preach- 
ing makes nothing essencyallye, that is necessarilye, but is a casuall 
ornament, in which eyther you playe the sophister vnder couert 
of phrases (of which before) or els you plaie the beare, which 
enraged with hunger flies vpon anie thinge she meetes, whether 
it seme for praye or not./ 

For what aduised man durst sale as you doe, knowing that the 
'erie forme of constituting ministers which that Church ob- 
erueth, thorowe which you once passed, doth point out this 
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dutye of preaching as the most specyall of the elder's function 
not onelie by the scriptures selected for that end to be then read, 
as Act. 20 & I. Tim, 3. 1, but in the Bishop's premonityon to 
him that is to be ordeyned & charge imposed vpon him in the 
very ordinacyon it self to preache the word of God, &c,/ 
Nowe yf you still obiect a contrarye tolleracyon, whether it came 
by necessitye of tymes or negligence of men or both, it is nothing 
to the constitucyon of the Church by which (you saie) one ought 
lo iudge./ 

Fynallie, I invert your argument thus, The feedyng which Christ 
enioyned liis pastors is by preaching his doctrine & goueming his 
people, but such is the feedyng of the ministerye of St. Andrewes, 
therefore it is such as Christe hath inioyned & consequentlie such 
as you sinne to forsake, much more to condemne as you doe./ 
Now, haueyng followed the threed o£ your argument strictlie £0 
the end of it, lett me tume backe to showe you the printes of your 
feete, by which you male consider their need of washing./ 
You vndertooke to speake onelie of St Andrewes Church where 
you knowe there is an excellent ministerye. What made you 
leape ouer that pale sett vp by your consent & fall into a course 
after the poore halting ministerye of other places. Was this 
place to hott for your conscyence, when you came to oppose the 
ministerye therof , or had you hope to couer your separation from 
so holye & reuerend a ministerye by an outcrye made against the 
hundreds of ignorant or careles fellowes in other places, as Florus' 
hid his owne oppression of the lewes vnder complainte of thdr 
mutinies./ Mr Robinson, Mr Robinson, beleiue it, the Lord 
lesus win not put vp the high scome you haue cast vp against 
his worthye seruantes and ordinances, though you crie out neuer 
so lowd or iustlie of other men's vnworthines! Our God will not 
be thus deluded./ 

What meane you to come in with this correction, (or rather the 
preisthood of St Andrewes./)? For yf you take preisthood as the 
booke of ordinacyon doth, it is no more then eldership, beyng 
deryued from the Greeke Presbuter, & then your or rather, &c,, 
is such a correction, as yf one haueyng said ghost (should safe) 
or rather spiritt, which is the same./ 

' Gessius Flonis, procurator of Judaea, a.d. 64-65. 
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I Bat if you meane vnder anotlMT scomefnli sense, miudi the 
popish preistes haue pordiased to that word to viUtie the Lord's 
ministeiye, as it appeares yoa doe. yoor sinne is not little, your 
repentance hath Deed be great. ' 

And what meane you to compare the forme of devine sendee ' 
prescribed to the daylie sacrifize of the popish masse prdstes that 
vodertake to offer a daylie & prc^idatory sacrifice for sinnes? 
Do you thinke that whatsoeuer is hatehill is fitt for >-ou to speake, 
or vs to heare, be it neuer so iniuriotis ? Or doe you forgett 
that railers, as well as murtherers, are debarred the bingdome of 
God ? Or do you not knowe that this is rayling ?/ 
Whye talke you also to \"s of the oath of cannonicall obedience, ' 
I which in England is limitted to althinges good and lawfuU. & 
I yett ympose vpon euery proselite admitted to your comunion a 
I protestation against all those Churches with which you haue [Mr lohnsoo' 
I nothing to doe ? Is not this as much as the oath of cannonicall congregation, 
i obedience? are 2^1**™ 

1 Your next argument to proue the ministerye of St Andrewes not to require it /I 
'I be that which Christ hath left in his Church is from respecte of the 
T calling, which I will sett downe and a[nlswere by peices, as it lyes./ 

tn Tkus muck Jot the office, nowefoUowes the entrance./ ' Mr Robins 

J An imlawfuU entrance or calling into an o^ce makes the ad- 
4 ministracyon of it &" comunion in it vnlawfuU. Numbers i6. 
f 40; loh. 10. I. 9; Heb. 5. 4. s; i, Tim. 5. 22./ 

I Your proposicyon is not vniuersallye true & therein sophisticall, 'Answu 
[ while you af&rme that of euerye vnlawfull entrance, which is 
I onely true of some./ 

k Some thinges are vnlawfull whollye so as they make a meere 
Ijlll&tye of the action, as to marye another man's wife, or within 
^^B degrees of blood prohibited./ 

^^he thinges are vnlawfull in parte onelie, when anie branch of 

^^ft'lawe is broken which makes a fault in the action but not a 

Hpletye of it, as for a man to marye with a notorious vnchast 

p'ronian./ 

Where a nulletye is in the action there the administration or 

execution of anie calling is vnlawfull toties quoties as in the case 

of incestious mariage./ 
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Nor can anie repentance for the sinne committed in the entrano 
legitimate the execution, because the first action is voyd./ 
But where the faulte is in parte onelie, it doth not passe into tbi 
administracyon, but restes in that one act of entrance. Hence il 
is that a man which hath vnlawfully maried with an vnchasi 
woman, maye yett lawfullye vse his vnlawfull manage. So in caa 
of magistracye, yf a man simplie vsurp his administracyon (he] ii 
in euerye acte sinneful), because he hath no calling. But yf a man 
be corruptlie called, bis entrance is vnlawfull, but not soe his ad' 
ministration, beyng entred, because the lawfullnes of administra' 
don followes simplie the calhng of the lawfullnes of the calling./ 
Your proposition therefore beyng indefinite or vniuersall ol 
euerye vnlawfull entrance is false, nor do your proofes make il 
good, whereof but one toucheth the matter, that is Numb. i6, 
40, Thai no stranger which is not of the seede of Aaron come near* 
to o_ffer incense before the Lord, that he be not like to Koralhe &* kti 
company. This place proues well that both administration and 
comunion therein is vnlawfull, where there is a meere vsurpacyofl 
of the ministerye as was in Korath. For when God had onci 
ordeyned the sonnes of Aaron alone to that ministerye & ala 
solutelie precluded all others, none eUes could enter the functio-" 
howe well soeuer qualified otherwise./ But what is this to m. 
entrance not simplie but in some respectes vnlawfull, as all 0^ 
actions are in the sight of God vnpure, yet not ympuriti^ 
Bring a scripture to proue the administration of Aaron's sonik-' 
&. comunion with them to haue beene vnlawfull, when such ' 
them entred the office as were not qualefyed ivith that knowled-j 
and sanctetye which God required in the preistes (whose intrai^ 
therefore was in some sorte vnlawfull, though not as this otta 
vtterlie and to all intentes voyd), and then you speake to t-i 
pointe, els you trifle and compare thinges vnlike./ 
Your second place out of loh. 10. i & 9 is cieane without •:- 
circle, haueing noe word in it that touches the externall calLfti 
or entrance of the ministers, for Christ (alluding to the fasl^i^ 
of that tyme & countrye where they housed their sheepe ^ 
night for safetye & lead them out in the daie to pasture, the she^ 
heard goyng in & out first) sayth, verse i, that he that enters "-^ 
by the dore but clymes another waye is a theife, & in the 9 ve. 
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Bt he himself is the dore, &c., meaning to showe that he is both 
e dore by which the sheepe (his electe) goe in for protection & 
t to finde pasture, that b comfort to their soules, & also that 
E is the dore or passage by which all true shepheards of his 
icepe goe in and out before his sheepe to lead them, that is, 
ey desire to knowe nothing among the sheepe but Christ 
rucyfyed & teach the people of God noe other dore or waie vnto 
e but the Lord lesus, & yf anie man beate out an other waie to 
e sheepe then this, he is a robber, which not haueing the dore 
^ed vnto him clymes in at the windowe. This place then will 
i that yf anye man preach anye other way of saluation but 
y the Lord lesus, he is as a theife stollen in vpon the flocke to 
oe mischeife, he is noe shephard./ 

V what is this to the purpose, yea rather how much against 
fou, & howe fitt to proue the ministery of St Andrewes to be en- 
ted by the dore, which preaches {for saluation) nothing but the 
Uid lesus & that with great sincerityc & evidence of the holye 
l^iost, your conscyence beyng witnes./ 

Y(«ir third place of Heb. 5. 4. 5 showes that as noe man did (that 
• lawfully) take the office of the preisthood vpon him, exc^t 
kwere called of God as Aaron was, verse 4,/ & that Christ was 
d to be oure high preist, verse 5,/ what inferre you from 
■see ? that a man must haue even in euerye point such a par- 
■failer calling from God to the nunisterye as Aaron had, because 
Pjlissaid as Aaron ? Yf so, then no preist after his tyme was 
ullye caUed. Yf you meane that a man must haue a calling 
B God, it is graunted, but yf you thinke he hath noe calling 
m God whoe in his calling varyeth at all from the prescription 
, then you misse as before, confoundyng those thinges 
ire simpUe necessarye with those which are onelye com- 
■ind requisite./ 

Fyou intend thereby to proue that a man entring other or 
e then God would haue him sinneth, take you that also, 
ff you thinke it will followe that therefore all his adminis- 
1 is vnlawfuU, & soe communion with him, you againe 
'£./ For what saie you to the administration of those 
B which vndertooke the holie seruice of the Lord, the office 
1, to seme theire owne bellyes ? did they enter lawfullyTOf _-_ 
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Rie waie or entrance into the ministerye is vrdawfuU b' aby 'Mr Robinson > 
as will appeare yf we compare il wUk that holye and high 
which the Scriptures open for all the ministers of the Lord 
sse by, which is the free voiuntarye choise &* election of 
that pariicaler charge wherein they are to minisler. Numb, i 
[?]. 8. g. 10; I. Sam. j; Ezek. 33. 2; Act. i. 15. 23. &• 6. 2. j. 
^. 6* 74. 2j; 2. Cor. 8. ig; Tit. i. 5, &"c./ 

a man graunted your minor, yett were your argument naught, ' 
nles the entrance you speake of were to all intents vnlawfuli & 
oyd, seyng as hath beene shewed not euerye vnlawfulnes in the 
[trance makes the administration vnlawfuli, but onelye such a 
le as makes a nulletye, which is rather noe entrance then an vn- 
iwfuU entrance, yf one speake properlye./ 

lut lett vs see howe well you proue your assumption./ 
Everye entrance other then by the free choyse of the people is vn- [ 
lawftdl saie you , but such is the entrance of the present ministerye 
of St. Andrewes in Norwich (for of it wee speake), therefore il 
was vnlawfuli./ 
to proue euerye entrance other then by the free choise of the [Answeh] 
people to be vnlawfuli, you alledge manie testes, by all 6* euerye 
^ which you saie it appeares that the officers of the Church of God 
not onelye called &* appointed to their ministerye in the face 
presence of the particuler congregations wherein they were to 
itnie, but also by their free choise and election./ I looked for a 
lawe and you gyue me an example, yea to proue that it is vnlaw- 
fall to be otherwise then thus, you proue that it was lawfullye 
Itusvsed; as yf a man would proue that it is not lawfull for vs 
to weare shorte garmentes as we doe, because it appeareth that 
Ibe people of God vsed long ones, or that we maye not make 
Wre feastes at dinner because they made theires at supper, or 
fflaie not giue a certeyne pension to maynteyne a minister because 
the tythes of the lewes & contributions of the Christian Churches 
werevncerteyne./ 

•Bit be said these cases are not like, that saie I must be proued, 
it is as easilye denied as said. At least this will seme to 
ihowe that the argument from examples alone is not a rule of 
prescription./ 
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Your third place at ffaprfairil 33. z a- ks to the Tmrt w f^c ^ 
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the people had made bim a waccfaman, vcfse 7.. 
Your £ourth place is Act. i. 15. 23 wfaidi showes Hlafc^ ^ppon ^ 
Apposde Peter s ^leech vnto the brethren theie a aa e mhfad tivg 



JOHN ROBINSON OF LEYDEN 



5S 



presented two, wherof one was to succeed into ludas his place, 
(but the 24. 25. 26 verses showe that they did not choose that one, 
but by prayer besought God to showe which of these twoe he 
aad chosen, who answered them by guydyng the lott vpon 
Uathias. Soe farre is this place from proveing the people's 
dioise, that it showes the choise of God not of the people as was 
Becessarye in the calling of an Appostle, which must be from 
Eod & not of men. Wherefore this place also is ill cyted, for as 
Uie choise was God's & not the people's, so the seruice he was 
chosen for was not proper to that assemblie which {you saie) 
diose him, but vniuersall to all the Churches as of an Appostle. 
Und yett you alleadge this to proue that a particuler congrega- 
tion must choose that minister that is to seme it./ 
your 5th place is Act. 6. 2. 3. 4, which is not of elders but of 
deacons in whose election the Appostles themselues would haue 
noe hand because there was a murmuring against their adminis- 
hacyon, as yf they had beene parciall in disposing the Church 
ibnes, wherefore to remoue all suspicion they aduise the brethren 
to choose out from among themselues fitt persons, &c. Out of 
»hich I suppose you will not inferre that the minister male haue 
noe hand m the election of a deacon because the Appostles had 
lone in the very acte of this election, and yett this aswell as aide 
Ihinge maie be vrged from theire example./ 
Secondlye, this is an example onelie which makes not a lawe & * 
ws occasioned by a particuler reason. Besides that the same 
place shewes, first, that till this change the Appostles did execute 
care themselues which were not elected thereto by the people. 
And 2"', that vpon an inconvenience obserued this newe order 
wsmade; in which 2 circumstances the place is against you, 
lie former shewing that this office maie possibUe be administred 
liy other then such selected deacons, the latter that matters of 
otemall forme (not simplie prescribed) maie be altered vpon 
ittasion to the better. 

^inallye, yf this example bynde, it byndeth to the number of vij* 

fecons in euerye congregacyon, because the Appostles require 

fcmanie, which point I suppose you neyther obserue nor require, 

therefore must loose the benefitt of that testimonye to which 

H foustand not, as the lawyers saie./ 
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Your 6 place is Act. 14. 23, where oure translacyon 
when they {Paule and Barnabas) had ordeyned them eiders by 
lion in every ciltye, S^c, where you seeme to haue a faire exampk 
of elders ordeyned by election. But herein the translacyon hat! 
mislead you, for the originall it self hath not the word electit 
in it, and yett vpon that is all your buildinge framed. You wil 
saie the word xetpoTOc^J there vsed doth signifie to ordeyne bj 
election or suffrage, as the etymologye of riiv xtipa. Ttivw showes 
To which I answere, first, that though the word in bis original 
signification importe to electe & ordeyne by liftyng vp of handg 
or suffrage, yett in comon vse it also signifies to ordeyne with- 
out anie suffrage of hands or election, like as the word elder origi' 
nallye signifies an elderlie man, yett in vse came to signifie ao 
officer, though he were a verye younge man, as Timothie was,/ 
And besides that, Budeus in his commentaryes & Stephen in 
his Thesaurus of the Greeke tongue showe you sundrie examples 
where this word signifies simplie to create or ordeyne without 
suffrage. You shall understand that it is vsed in the Scriptures 
to signifie ordeyning where noe suffrage or election could be ad- 
ioyned, as Act 10. 41, where it is said, not to all the people, but 
to vs the witnesses {TtpoKfxtipoTovritilvoi,^) foreordeyned of God, 
&c. I am sure you will not saie God foreordeyned them witnesses 
by election or liftyng vp of men's hands, & yett there is the verye 
same word x«tpo™i'^, which in this place you build vpon, onelye 
compounded with a preposition which makes (to this pointe) 
noe difference at all./ 

Moreouer, when the word is vsed to signifie creation by suffrage 
or election, there (for ought I knowe) it is referred to those 
persons in whome the suffrage doth lye, not vnto others that vse 
their suffrage. But in this place it is not said of the churches but 
of Paule & Barnabas (xtipoTovijaavTti) ordeyning elders vnto 
them, &c., makeyng this ordinacyon to be the acte not of the 
seuerall Churches, but of Paule & Barnabas, which showes that 
in this place the word must importe ordination by their authorityc, 
not election by the Churches themselues; and then this place 
is as dyrectlie against you as anie could be alleadged,/ But yf 
a man gaue you this place freelie as showing the election of theis 
ministers by the people, what had you wonne but an approued 
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pie, which proueyng that such a course is lawfuil (of which 
m doubtes) will not inforce that it is perpetuallye necessarye 
u assume./ Finally, yf we must fetch all from examples of 
tymes, then from this example will followe that a particuler 
egacyon hath not the sole power of ordeyning her officers, 
much as Paule & Barnabas which were no standing mem- 
af these churches ordeyned (though by election) the min- 

thereof . So you lose in the shiere what you winne in the 
[ed./ 

7 place of 2. Cor. 8. 19, speaking (not of elders or anye 
ing ministerye, but of a brother whose praise was in the 
pell, appoynted to accompanie St Paule in carying the 
ches' benevolence to lerusalem) saith that tkis brother was 
-.kosen of the Churches, vseing againe the word x*tpo™;'6o, 
J beyng affirmed of the Churches male seeme to importe an 
ion by suffrage, yett yf I male speake what I thinke, I take 
t to importe so much, but onelie the Churches to whome 
t did recomend him, had gyuen their consent, & so had 
^ed him, not by puttyng it to scrutenye, hands, or voyces, 
her he or another, but allowing him onelie. Otherwise he 
,haue beene put to newe election at euerye particuler Church, 
h had beene to so worthie a man a greate dyspargement & 
itUe slacking of the busines. Nowe yf you graunt that ap- 
ition of him was a good assignement & in stead of an 
ion, then foUowes that the people's approbation of a min- 
r presented to them or imposed on them maie be called as 
IS this a choosing of him, & where are you then ? 
take it as yf this brother was put vpon a newe election at 
'i Church (which is absurd to thinke) & that by free elec- 
of eche he had beene chosen, will this proue that no min- 
maie be ordeyned to anie service of anie particuler Church 
y election of that Church ? Will an affirmatiue example in 
ande make a negatiue lawe in all kindes of ministeryes ? 
that you maie out of this place see howe poorelye you reason 
Uus example, consider that the Appostle doth appointe & 
this brother ordeyned by other Churches not to be likewise 
d by the Church of Corynth, but to be accepted of them as 
1 worthye to be trusted with their almes, seing his praise 
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strong conceit, that it seemeth to possesse what it desires, [Judges 5.3 ] 
Siserar's mother reckoned of conquest in her sonnes ouer- 
we. I conclude then that neyther anye one nor all the places 
proue that which you said was proued by all & euerye of 
a, yea that some of them do soe manifestlie disproue it, as 
dunild wonder you could so much mistake, saueyng that it is 
wonder that anie man sees the tnithe then that manie 
blinded & see it not./ 

remaines onelie that I invert this argument vpon you in this 
Lcr, Yf so be sundrie ministers & ministeryes haue lawfullye 
extraordinarye and ordinarye to those particuler congre- 
by which they were nott elected, then the free election 
the congregadon is not simptie necessarye./ 
it sondrie ministers & ministeryes extraordinary & ordinarye 
lawfully serued such congregacyons as did not elect them./ 
kerefore the free election of the particuler congregacyons is 
amplie necessarye to the constitution of a lawfull ministerie./ 
consequence of the maior is cleare./ 

;iiiinor, or assimiption, is manifest not onelye in the extra- 
•e callinges of prophettes, Appostles, and evangelisles, 
had no callyng by the election of those congregacyons to 
iWhich they were sent; but in the ordinarye callinges, aswell in 
the ould Testament as in the newe, for none of the prelates or 
Levites had their particuler ordinacyon or callinge from the par- 
ticuler congregacyons, especyallye not the high preistes which 
administred to all the tribes, but succeeded ordinarylie, or was 
I extraordinarelye put in by the civill maiestrate as Zadock by 

Salamon withoute the people's election./ 

; And so David disposed the preistes and Levites into orders of 

I m Jnistracion ; lehoiada the high preist appoynted officers, &c,, 

I in the minoritye of loash, 2. Chron. 23. 18; lehosophat settes ot 

the preistes & Levites for the ludgment & cause of the Lord, a. 

I Chron. 19. 8. 9; Hezekia commaundes (without asking the 

people's good will) the preistes vnto their dutyes, 2. Chron. aq. 

4. 5. II, ordeyned the courses of the preistes and Levites, cap. 

' 31. 2, after the people were gone home, verse i, & tooke order 

' for their maynteynance (not by consent but) by commaund, 

[ verse 4, & all this well and vprightlye, verse 20; losiah sett the 
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preistes & Levites in their charges, 2. Chron. 35. 2. 3. 4, &i 
nor onelie the kinges of luda, of whome some of your leadt 
haue said they did this as figures of Christ ■ (which yf it we 
true is yett to the poynt nowe in question no help), but eu 
the heathen princes that reigned ouer them, and speciallye t 
Romanes that put in and out their highe preistes at their pleasu 
without consent of the people or nation/ who yett were iustl 
reputed the true prebtes of the Lord & are soe esteemed by soi 
of your side.' in as much as theye were of the posteritye of Lev] 
though not of Aaron./ 

In the newe Testament Peeter & lohn not as Appostles but 
delegates were sent by the Church of lerusalem to Samai 
vncalled. Acts S. 14. And so Barnabas to Antioch, Actes 11. i 
to which Church he after ministred till God specyallye call 
himawaye. 13. i, 2, & this not by divine instincte as he was call 
thence, but at the first by the Church of lerusalem after (as 
maie seeme) by his owne zeale.; 

Paule leaues Titus in Creta & Timothy to Ephesus (not by thi 
election but) by his owne authoretie & gyues them order 
ordeyne the ordinary- ministers without anye mencyon of takii 
or seeking the people's consent therein. Titus is vsed not in tj 
evangelistes office of teaching, but in the matter of gathetti 
for lerusalem by Pauls appojTitment & his owne consent, tk 
by election of the Church. 2. Cor. 8. 16. ' 
If you replie that these were extraordinarye ministeiyes, ' 
answere that so were some of those examples which you alleadgfli 
as that of Mathias, Act. 1 , of that brother 1. Cor. 8; and second] 
that all myne are not extraordinarye. 

If you rq>ly that the Appostles beyng interessed in all ChurcM 
might send ministers to doe serv-ice there without the peopled 
election, you then graunt the cause, namelie that a ministeiy* 
hath beene sett lawfullye ouer some Churches without electiol 
thereof & consequenthe maie be againe./ 
Att the least this is wonne, that seeyng you argue onelye fi 
examples. & I haue brought examples also against you, t 
therefore the thinge be less indifferent in it self to be swayed h 
other accessorye cjTcumstances, both waies bej-ng lawfuU j 

^ Barrone's book is entitled A Plaine Refutation, 1591. 
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jeyther simplie necessarye, as the contrarietie of approued ex- 
Bnples manifests vnto vs./ 

Nowe haueing answered your scriptures lett vs see your reason 
.bioyned to confinne the same proposition./ 

Atid good reason why the Church shouid both wdl knowe S^fretii€ ' 
approue her minislers to whome she is to committ her self, sovles, 
&■ bodyes, a mast precious treasure purchased mth the blood of 
Ckrisle./ 
Lnowledg & free approbation maie fall to those Churches which ' 
it the power of free election, which you seeme to con- 
but taking your meaning to be (as it is) of free election, 
■e, that yf it be verye good reason it should be soe yet 
iwes it not, that this is the onelye lawfull waie of the Lord, 
a that where a thing Is not done after the best manner, there it 
done at all./ 

is good reason that in choise of magistrates the first respect ' 
■iktuld be to the feare of God & wisdome more then to byrth or 
|>ealth, but yf men crosse this good reason, is the choise void ? 

not such a maiestrate God's ordinance ?/ 

■Becondly, this good reason of youres is not simplie good nor ' 

i^llwayes, for what yf the Churches be infected with error, dis- 

tocted with faction, cannott accord in their election, be par- 

Itiallye caryed to an ill choise (which thinges haue often fallen 

is it not, then, as good reason that a ministerye well 

le & approued by others that can fudge be sett ouer them, 

is good reason to bynde a distracted person ? Verelye 

of the best reformed Churches haue thought it fitt to 

the people's freedome, confining their election (or 

approbacyon) to such persons as the ministerye haue first 

led, rather then to put all vpon theire discretion. And 

the first Churches did necessarilye carrye this busines 

people's free assent, when by reason of persecution they 

not doe otherwise, yett foimd they so manye inconven- 

as they tooke the first oportunetie of restreyning the same 

y decrees, which newe remedye in tyme proued a newe mis- 

le, as all thinges maie doe by sinn [?] and corruption,/ 
lirdhe, I would knowe howe farre this goode reason extends it 
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self, whether to all those soules & bodyes of which the mmisterye >i 
ta^eth charge, or but to some. If you saie to some onelie, thai ;i! 
your rule breakes, for when Christ hath equally purchased all, i 
&L all are to be senied by that ministerye, it should followe that ^1 
all must choose their minister f reelie, that is by their owne likeyng l| 
& consent, one aswell as another./ 
If all must haue hand in election then women, seniantes, children j 
(beyng comunicantes), for these haue soules & bodyes purchased 
by the blood of Christ & are members of the Church./ 
Yf you like not this you abandon your principle & are gone, and 
yf you replie that wyves, children, & seniantes giue their consent 
in their husbands, fathers, & masters, then you confesse that a 
free election of all the members of the Church is not necessarelie 
executed by their particuler persons, but male be done by com* 
mitties. Yf so, then by more or fewer, & then whye not by l 
fewe put in trust ? which is the case of the English Churches, 
which by consent of Parliament haue submitted themselues to 
the present order of election, & ordination by the patron & 
Bishop, reteyning to themselues onelie a negatiue power, in case 
the person so chosen be not legallye qualefied. 
Finallye, yf this reason be simplie good & necessarye then noe 
minister is lawfuUye called vnles all the soules he takes charge 
of doe both well knowe him & freely approue his election. So 
when the greater parte chooses one whome the lesser parte 
would not haue, this minister is a lawfull minister onelye to that 
parte which freely consented to his choise, vnlawfuU to that 
parte vpon which (by multitude of other men's voyces) he is 
imposed sore against cheir wills./ 

Doe you not see whither these conceytes will dryue you, to what 
absurdetyes & extremityes ? for you will not saie {I suppose) 
that a minister chosen by the greater parte is not a lawfull min- 
ister to the lesser. You cannott saie the lesser chose him freelye, 
for they stroue against him hartehe, nor can you saie they con- 
sented freelye to his choise albeit they had yeilded the election 
to the greater parte, for this is but in a sorte & not simplie a free 
consent. And yf this will serue, then all the Churches in England 
male be said to haue chosen freelye, in as much as they haue 
submitted to the lawes, which order the elections of the minis- 
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• they nowe atand. So, then, eyther you must vn^aple or 
with vs, for you cannntt saie that waie is the ordinance of 
Bore then thitt, God hiivein^; mercifullye lefte the particuler 
at libertie, that the Churches might seme themselues of 
wcor atiother manner for their greatest commoditye. And you 
are too masterlye when you take vpon you to bynde the 
of ChriBtc where her Lord hath left her free./ 
I coochvie therefore, that neyther the scriptures aleadged nor 
jvtt reason haue confirmed this proposition, that the Lord's 
v^c by which the ministerye must enter is the free election of 
Ac people, which yf you had proued, it would haue showed that 
a Anie Is committed by breach vpon the Churches libertye, but 
Mt the ministery thus imposed is therefore simplie vnlawfull; or 
dttt the Churches might not lawfuUye eate the good meate that 
• minced & put into theire mouthes, because they are not suf- 
kted to came it for themselues, as were convenient. Nowe lett 
n MUnyne your assumption touching St Andrewes./ 

BiU the waye by whick the ministers of Si Andrewes enter is not 
the playne waye oj the Lord but the crooked path of a Lord 
Bishop's ordinacion fir approhacyon b" of a patron's presen- 
tacyon, yea whether the people will or itoe. 
The byaa of humane corruption maie drawe men wrong euen in '■ 
the streightest alley, but the cause is then in the byas, not in the 
waye. Nowe howe crookedlye some patrons present & Bishops 
wmetymefi admitte should not be remembred without greife, 
nor can be denyed without impudencye, but to showe that this is 
the fault of the men. not of the order, it ought to be considered 
that some patrons doe present & the Bishopps sometyraes admitt 
farre worthier men then even a good people would chuse for 
themselues, and while you seerae to inunagine the path of popular 
election to be so right on, you admire (?] that you knowe not, 
consider not, what hath beene & seenie to thinke anie thing better 
then that which is present, which is noe point of wisedome./ 
But to passe by that, I marvayle howe a man professing an- 
Cttitye, as you doe, could force his conscyence so farre as to saie, 
that the ministery of Si Andrewes came not in by the Lord's 
plainc waye of election, seyng you knowe the minister therof is 
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freelye chosen by the congregacyon not by the patron nor by 
the Bishop. And yf you replie the Bishop must gyue his appro- 
bacyon, I answere the confirmacyon of the Bishop denyes not free 
election to the people, no more then to the patrone. But you 
thinke it a small matter to confound theis two faculties, as one 
should saie the knightes of Parliament are not freelye chosen, 
because the kinge confirmes the election./ 
But to carye this vntruthe you obiect it to your self & offer a 
defense sayinge: 

RoBDJSON Yf it be answered that St Andrewes hath the ckoise of her min- 
isters, I doe instance that tlie Ubertye it hath nothing helpeth, aU 
tkinges heyng rightly considered./ 
•Answer If it be truelye answered that St Andrewes hath the choise of 
her ministers, then is your assumption false, and your argument 
against that ministerye (in respect of the entrance therof) vtterlye 
outgrowne, but you tell vs it helpeth not. Indeed, if to enter by 
that waie which euen nowe you said was the high and holie waye 
of the Lord will not help, what help then ? what will please you ? 
verelye nothing helps to perswade, when men resolue to be per- 
swaded by nothing, but why helps it not ? 

•Mr Robinson For first St Andrewes is not that Church of Christe, thatheauenlie 

lerusalem, which Christe hath enfranchised with that and the like 

L liberties. It is not a people separated 6* sanctefied from the 

I world into liolye covenant with God, but a confused asemUie, 6* 

r so in that confusion hath her sdfreceyued noe power from Christe, 

&• so can gyue none to anye other./ 

*Answer All this graunted would not vphould your assumption, whidt is 

de facto not de iure, wherein you denyed St Andrewes minister 

to haue entred by the free election of that Church to which he 

serues, for were the election voyd, yett it might be voluntarilye, 

which you denyed./ 

Secondlye, in this argument you begg the question, as yf you 
could not disproue the entrance of that ministerye, vales we 
graunt you that assembhe to be noe true Church of Christe, 
which you knowe we denye, yett we confesse it is not that Church 
of Christ, that heauenhe lerusalem, which is the mother of vs all, 
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into which no vncleane thing can enter; nor is youres at Leyden 
or Amstredam vnles you be the Catholike Church. But it is a 
small thing with you & your partie oftentymes to confound the 
Catholike Church.t which conastes onelie of the first borne whose 
names are written in heauen, & the particuler visible Churches, 
wherein male be electe and reprobate, vesselles of honor & of 
dishonor, & so to abuse your selues. But you meane to denye 
that St Andrewes is anie true visible Church, saying, His not a 
people separate &* sanclefied, but a confused assemblie, &•€./ 
This we haue disproued before, haueing shewed that howe euer 
there male be in that assembhe some notorious offenders (which 
is more then I knowe), yett all of them are by profession sepa- 
rated vnto God in an holy covenant, which externall profession 
is that which giues the essence to a visible Church in that it is 
visible, as some of your owne against them selues confes./ 
But you confound, first, internall sanctetye, which is essencyall 
to euery true member of Christe, with the outward profession, 
which geives beyng to a visible Church in that it is visible; & 
secondlye, the solemnitie of declaring the covenant with the 
covenant it self as one should confound the kinges title or en- 
trance to the crowne with the solemnetie of his coronation, which 
made him not to be king anie more then he was without it. And 
thus your selves confoundyng different thinges, you crye out 
of confuaon in the Churches./ 

Wherefore, this instance is void & male be thus inverted, St 
Andrew's is a true visible Church of Christ, therefore it hath 
power from Christ to elect a minister, & the election is good./ 
Your second reason foUowes, but ere we goe further lett me praye 
you nowe to marke, that yf all your principles be true, it is vnpos- 
able that euer there should be true Church or true minister 
while the world stands, for you hould: 

First, that the mirusterye of Appostles & prophets & evangelistes, 
which were sent to plant & water sundrye Churches, is for euer 
ceased, which is true./ 

You hould that other ministerye then Christe hath ordeyned maie 
not be comunicated with, & this is described {sale you), Eph; 4, 
where (besides the former nowe expired) are onely pastors & 
teachers, & this is (saie you) Christes vnalterable ordinance, &c., 
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[Mr Barow his to which onelie the blessing is promised, all others (saye your 

conference with fellowes) are antichristian./ 
r ligertonj y^^y hould that there can be noe true pastors or teachers but 
such as be called by the free election of that Church to whidb 
they must minister./ 

That since the apostacye of Antichrist there can be no true 
Church that hath this power of calling a minister but such as is 
gathered by the doctrine & ministerye of the word & drawea' 
into an holy covenant with God voluntarelye./ 
•Answer Nowe, yf egge & bird be distroyed, I meane Church & ministerye, 
as you imagine, & the one cannott be without the other, riddle & 
tell me which shall be first, & where we shall beginne, whether at 
the bird or att the egg, whether at the ministerye or at the 
Church ? Not at the Church, for that must be gathered by a 
ministerye of God's appoyntment, not at the ministerye, for 
there can be none but pastors & teachers, & these cannott exercise 
a ministerye without a calling, nor haue a calling but from a true 
Church, which must not be compelled by the maiestrate, but 
gathered by doctrine of the word into a voluntarye covenant 
with God./ If you sale that till the Churches be gathered, there 
maie be another ministerye then that of Appostles, prophets, 
evangelistes, pastors, or teachers, then you confes Christ hath 
not taken order for all those kinds of ministeryes which should 
be needfuU for the gathering together of all the saintes, con- 
trarye to Ephe. 4, by your selues alleadged, & that there maie 
be some other ministery lawfullye & profitablie vsed, then he 
hath ordeyned, which you denye./ 

Looke about you well & see that you are wrapped vp in your 
owne cobweb, & eyther must breake it & lett the flie goe, or be 
swept awaie with it & her. Nowe God giue you a wise hearte to 
consider this well, & thus I come to your second argument: 

Is RoBwsoN Secondlie, Si Andrewes halh not Ike liherlie eyther to enioye 

anye minister though neuer so holye, or lo remoue anie though 

never so prophane, but at the wUl of the Bishop, theire £r their 

minister's spirituaU lord./ 

*Akswek They cannot enioye him without the Bishop's consent, therefore 

they did not freelye chose him. It followes not, for a mam 
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her voluntarelye to be his wife, whome he cannott enioye 
consent of others. The Lord Maior of London cannott 
his office whether the King's Maiestie will or noe, yett 
tie dttye hath the free choise of him. Approbacyon & election 
at two thinges, Sir, nor is the freedome of election taken awaye 
ipy refeirence to approbacion./ Againe to saie they cannott 
tame of their ministers without the Bishop's consent, therefore 
they haue nott a free choise of him, is as one should saie, A man 
czunott put awaye his wife without the consent of the lawe, 
oaiestrate, or Churche, noe not for anye faulte, therefore he had 
not his free choise of her, by which reason also one maie as well 
pcDue that noe member of anye Church hath his free election of 
he minister, because he can neyther enioye nor remove the same, 
but by the will of the greater parte of that congregation./ 
Secondiy, I denie your assertion, for St Andrewes (having the 
li^t of choosing) maie by the constitucyon of the Churches of 
Ea^and & by course of lawe enioye arue good minister it shall 
choose, whether the Bishop will or noe, yf they choose such an 
me as b without exception in the eye of the lawe, & maie remoue 
anie one whether the Bishop will or noe, yf he be subiect to such 
exceptions as the lawes haue adiudged worthie such a punish- 
ment./ 

But it seemes you thinke the Churches haue no libertye, vnles 
without reference to anie cannons, officers, or anie others, they 
maie at their pleasure vnsadle their riders that should goueme 
them, which Ubertie to the multitude of fraile men were worse 
then want of it, & to the ministery a miserable vasseladge, of 
which some of your predecessores haue had experience, your self 
maie &: drinke as you haue brewed./ 
Thus much to your argument./ 

As touching the title of spirituall lord, which you marke the 
Bishop withall, by which also some of your sorte would proue 
the Bishops to be antichristian, as takeing vpon them that 
ipirituall lordship ouer the Church which is proper to Christe. 
It is needfuU to beseech you not to abuse the Lord's poore people 
or your selues anie more with ambiguityes or captions of words 
as herein you doe, for because the comon vse of speech ^ calles 
them lords spirituall for distinction from those barones or lords 
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whose imployment is not in spirituall or ecclesiasticall affaires, 
you snatch at the phrase & turne it to a cleane other meaning, as 
spirituall lord importeth one which ruleth in the spiritt or con- 
scyence which is proper to Christe. Nowe me thinkes you cannott 
but knowe that their lordship is a mere temporal! honor not 
necessarelye anexed to their bishoprickes but distinctly super- 
added by the king, of whome they hould it as a seuerall thing./ 
Nowe to sale they are for their ofEce spiritual! & they are lords, 
therefore they are (in your sence) spiritual! lords is a poore 
[t diuisis ad sophisticall tricke.f by which a man maie proue that you are 
coniimcta.'] also a master teacher which is proper to Christ, for you are a 
master & teacher, therefore you are a master teacher, or you are 
lohn & you are the Baptist of your congregacyon, therefore you 
are lohn the Baptist./ And yf, because noe creature maie par- 
take Christes titles in that sense in which they are proper to 
him, you fansie that noe man maie beare the same titles in anie 
[Nat. 23. 8. 9. sense, I praie you take heed that noe man call you master, that 
^"■■J your children caU you not father, that you admitt no minister 

to be called doctor or teacher, because these be proper titles 
which Christ assumes to himself, forbidding all others to bear 
them. Indeed, he forbids all others to beare them in such a 
sense as he claimes them in, but not otherwise, & so in the 
rest./ 

Fynallye, you should knowe that the Bishops of England profes 
not to haue anie power of mailing lawes to bynd the conscyence, 
but ahhorre that as antichristian, nor doe professedlie vnder- 
take in estemall gouerment anie more then by lawe of the na- 
tyon is committed to them, which is noe more lording ouer the 
Churches then in anie forme of gouerment is gyuen to the minis- 
ters therof. Howeuer, all haue not so much put into their hands 
as our Bishops haue./ 

If in respect of their wealth & dignitie they forgett them selues, 
their cheifest honor, & their brethren, & take to much pompe & 
pride vpon them, I wish noe more to excuse their sinne therein 
then the pride that I haue found in myne owne hearte, but 
without flatterye to them I must needs saie to you, that you and 
your fellowes show more spirituall lordhnes & masterlynes in 
iudginge, censuring, slightinge, dispising, & discommuning the 
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Churches, seruantes, people, & graces of God, then anie prelate 
that euer I knew or heard of excepte the pope, whose ego sum 
soltfs you haue turned to nos soli sumus, as yf God had sent Mr 
lohnson & you as the fire from heauen & had on earth no true 
visible Church rightlie gathered & constituted in his worship but 
yours at Leyden & his at Amsterdam, whose members are ad- 
mitted vpon a kind of defiance first made to all other the visible 
Churches of Christ as standing in some false worship, &c./ 
Came the Ghospell from you, or came it to you alone ? The 
Lord humble your spiritt, & then your eyes shalbe opened./ 
Come we to your third reason:/ 

Thirdlie, St Andrewes is not possessed of thai poore liberlie it • i/ 
vsetk by anye imediate spiriluall right from Christ, as the bodye 
from ike head, the wife from Ike husband, but by a symonaicall 
purchase from the patrone, as the most prophane assemblie (in 
the kingdome in which not a man fearelh God) might purchase 
it, &* so that spirituall liberlye which Christ hath bought with 
kis blood, 6* wherein all Christians ought to standfast, they buy ■» 
with a peece of money, committing herein simonie as great as 
Simon did./ 

They haue not their libertye of free election immediatlye from *ANSWEit 
Christ but by simonaicall purchase from the patron. Therefore, ^ 

their minister entred not by their free & voluntarye election but 
was thrust vpon them by the patron or Bishop against their will. 
Is not this your argument ? Is it not to confirme your assump- 
tion ? Is it not impertinent theretoe ? for though their election 
were simonaicall & voyd, yet might it be voluntarye. Many 
thinges make frustrate free elections, but nothing takes awaye 
freedom in electing but delusion or force./ 

But yf it seme not to confirme your assumption for which it is 
brought, it maye seeme to serue your maine purpose, which is to 
showe the vnlawfull entrance of the minister. Lett vs therefore 
examine the truth & weight of it to that intent also, alwayes re- 
membred that yf this argument haue anie strength in it, it 
showes that you haue weakhe affirmed the high & holie waye of 
the Lord for the ministers' entrance to be the free choise of that 
Church vnto which they doe serue, seyng nowe you finde that a 
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free choise is not sufficient thereto, vnles the Church hould 
libertie ymediatlye from Christ, &c./ 
Nowe to examine the waight of your argument,/ It behoi 
first, to consider that ould distinction of ius ad rem & itu in 
The Church of St Andrewe hath right vnto anie libertie wicz. 
Christ hath giuen everye particuler Church eo nomine ii 
atlye from Christ, but ius in re, or possession of all her libei 
she hath not imediathe nor is necessary she should haue, 
though title vnto her endowmentes must euer be immediate 
cause that title yssues onelye out of the purchase & guifte of 
Lord, yett actual! possession male admitt the mediattoD o£^ 
administrator & in manie thinges must, as for example, 
Church hath right vnto the sacramentes as scales of her coven^B^ 
with God imediatlie from Christ, & yett hath she not the vsc 
this right immediatly from Christ, but by the mediation of 
lawfull minister. She hath right vnto the Ubertie of worshippin 
God at anye tyme or in anie place immediatlie from Christ^* 
purchase, but the exercise of this right touching the particule^ 
tyme & place of meetyng to worship shee hath not imediatly^ 
from him, but by mediation of the magistrate in whose domin-" 
ions she is or her owne officers or orders./ 
So in the case of electing & ordeyning ministers, the right vnt(r 
them depends immediatlie on Christ his will & Testament, but 
the vse of this right is not immediate nor can be, in asmuch as 
not Christ himself but some forme of election or ordination doth 
put the Church into possession of this benefitt./ 
If you obiect that yet the Churches maie not (touching their pos- 
session of this right) depend vpon anie power without themselues, 
I answere first, that yf it be within themselues, yett it is nott im- 
mediatlye vpon Christ but in the former respect, & secondlie, 
that this is a meere fansie made out of your braines to cast of all 
interest {not of Bishops alone) but of sinods, maiestrates, or anie 
other then your selues in the election & ordinacyon of ministers, 
& is directlie contrarye to the examples which we finde in the 
scriptures foremencioned, wherein we finde howe the Appostles 
& evangelistes did appointe elders to the Churches which could 
not haue beene in anie calling lawfull, yf your conceyte of hould- 
iag all our rightes immediatlie from Christ were true, for the 
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Ap[)ostIes were not CiiHst, nor did those Churcbes posses their 
ministers immediatlie from Christ, aitd yett lost not their title 
theretoe nor changed their tenure,/ 
And yf you will not be contentious, you must confes that election 
is rather a meanes of possession then e>-ther title or thing itself 
purchased by Christ, for that thing is a ministerye to attend \poa 
the Church. Now, as all the thinges which Christ hath gyuea 
vnto his Church are held inunediatly vpon him, so the convey- 
ince & possession of the thinges. yea euen of the spirittiall graces, 
is mediate ordinareUe as of the Ghospell & sacramentes. &c., & 
iihy not ministers ? But you fare as one that will not take his 
t's legacy at the hands of anie executor or administrator, 
.use he hath right vnto it by his father's onelie guifte, not 
leming a testator from an executor, a guifte from the ad- 

-tracyon./ 
leras you adde (Ihat the Church should stand fast in that which 
i katk purchased), it b ill apphed to this case of the manner 
election, vnles you could proue that this is such a libertye as 
A hath purchased with his blood, which you ought not oace 
Lgine, seing the contrary to this was noe parte of her bondage 
)re his commyng, for he purchased libertie in those thinges 
in which his people were before imbondaged, that is from 
death, the curse & rigor of the lawe, & yoake of external! 
& ceremonies, which were then necessaiye to be obserued./ 
road these thinges you shall tie her for conscyence' sake to 
lacyons not prescribed by him, you doe not mainteyne her 
'es, but vnder the name tberof put her into bondage./ 
manner of election had beene given to the Churches to be 
immediatlie vppon Christ as you suppose, & that St. An- 
had for money bought of the vsurpacyon & incumbrance 
1^ patron as of a false titler, this doth not make her owne title 
Christ to be void, quia vtile non toUttur ah invtile, noe more 
pi ■^"" 'he true title of anie man's right is lost when he doth to- 
^ ■ with his owne conioyne & pretend such other weake 

p 15 he has bought in for his quiet. They which buy of the 

p their libertye to worship God aright lose not the libertye 

|l. Christ hath given them therevnto./ 

ta^^^weyou. this is simonie, as greate as Simon's was./ Simonie 
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ft as peaCe as Shh's m 



Svriye eyther your eyes or myne 
t yf this be amonye like Simon's, not i 
s yf k be not/ Sowc Wtt v^ see what amonie is, & what r 
k wwa m Smim vt -whcoe it b so called. & then we shall see 
ho«c Br tiB qifde is to that oyster. / i 

SfanaieBlkeliB^clE scffing of a spirituall thing, sayth Caietan, « 
ortkitwUdiBaneBd to a spiritnall thing, sale others./ n 

TIb ■ Smob was a desire to buy a spirituall & supematurall kk 
'■'^'^ hf sale wkereof be might make money./ ^^ 

Novr yC tke i^C of presentao'OQ or patronage be neytber a zsm 
*{■»■«—* ting in it setf nor imediatlye anezed to a spiritual! ■],^ 
ttHgasthcBBistcr'smaintenanceistohismiiiisteTye, thencan *^ 
k not be *inMMw to boy or sell it. Nowe neuer man vnderstood z;^ 
iht a^t of patraoage to be a spirituall thing or properlie & 
nefiat^ asezed to a ^nrituaH thing. And howe farre the.;,^ 
ba]riiVof ^pstnnagc is from Simon's sinne lett vs consider./ ,h -, 
Sbkm wotdd bane bon^it a mere spiritual! facultie. The parisb^^^ 
of St Aodrewcs biqr a mcer extemall & legall title of naming i 
fin man ftw their cboice./ Simon would haue bought this spirit 't^*'' 
oall thing to make a temporall proffitt of it. These men buy i "^^ 
toaponil thinge to rea^ a spirituall prohtt therebye./ "^ 

Simon would haue for money that which noe man can compaf-^^^^ 
baselye conceyting the heauenlye guifte./ ■" -^ 

These men buy for money that which you sale anie parish in tfc -'^^ 
land might possebtie buy for money./ Nowe looke on them tf^^^ 
gether & see howe they resemble one another./ * ^■- 

To giue something for avoydance of an vniust vexacyon or ig- 
pediment is held no simonie, no not in case of a benefice. 11 ' - 
sharpest whippers of this fault neuer drewe the buying of a pa ^ ^ 
ronage into the note of simonie, but what will not affections d - -^ 
yf through them as it were through colored glasse we shall t - ^ 
hould thinges & soe esleeme them./ 

If >"ou giue monej' for the place you meete to worship God ii 
it simonie ? If your people gyue you money for preaching! 
them, praying with them, is it simonie ? If for the bread & n 

< TUs DOU is partly QlegiUe. It refers to Cajetan's commentary o 
5iMuM TkM l t p tm of Thomu Aquinas. The reference in the tliird line it 
I ftUly to the Summa itself. 
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at the Lord's table the communicantes giue money, is it I 

ie ? And yett these thinges come as neare to Simon's M 

as the buying of a patron's title, that they maye choose I 

3wne minister./ I 

;fore, this not beyng simonie, nor forfeyture or renunda- I 

f such right as you saie Christ hath gyuen his Churches, I 

Jy a remoue of an incumbrance, it testes that the minister I 

Andrew's was freelie chosen by his owne congregacyon, I 

you denyed, & therefore (by your owne rule) is (in respect I 

entrance) a lawfull minister vnlawfulhe and sinnefully for- 1 

of you more sinnefully traduced, of which God giue you J 

to repent in tyme./ I 

come we to your sixt & last argument for your separacion :/ I 

kere the power of the Lord lesus Christ for excomunication br [MrJ* * i 
vse of the keyes is wanting, there I mate not stand a member Robinson 
haue comunion./ Jj^^YJ ^8"' 

,oe confound the vse of the keyes & excomunication, as if *Answer 
were one thing or allwayes conioyned, forgetting that by 
y of knowledg & of doctrine men are lett in or shutt out 
i's kingdome, bound or loosed in earth & in heauen without J 

mnication, whose vse is onelie to exclude the inordinate I 

»ers from externall comunion with the Churches./ ' 

1 thinges yf you still bould to be one, then must you yeiid 
the key of excomunication vnto the ministers onelie, to [Math. i6. 19. 
le (& not vnto the people) Christ committed those keyes of loh. 22. 23.] 
ome of heauen./ J 

laveing noted this confusion in your proposidon lett vs see | 

yoa proue that where excomunication wants, a man maie 
noe comunion in the worship of God./ 

* Robinson 
Cit was written 
w want of this power argues the Church not to be Chrtstes [by] jy^ Robin- 
^ch,foT Christ hath giuen this power to his Churche. Math, son his, but 
1. 1?. 16. 17.1 should no doubt 

haue bene tliis 
ye your consequence, for power, & so I 

It hath giuen pastors and teachers to his Church, therefore, ""^ '^'-^ 
soeuer thdse are wanting, the Church ceaseth, or is not. 
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AS ABVEXTO 

Ot-Cm-i, Orirte hiA 0Ma alf tlnps to In Ondk thodfaice yf i 

Qmt haA gew» wiimiiIii to fcb Obtcfc. AocioR yi I 
«Ht ejrtker of dHM at JMC ^Bc 17 nie Bens (rf 
it it BOt kB tnr Gbaecfcy 

GodkaA0nKBa.anMCBocans, tvoncSi, tiK^hawfa^tm 
dKsrfoRyf hesMtaricflf AcseheBaotracMu. Fn 
«aM flf a parte to tlK <layal of iIk ^ofe B Mw good aisnnea 
lets vs aee yf tbe aeit W hetto./ 

■■ /Itt—tf^aaw— tf^jijaiiiciiaBa'jfcCaJfiraf 
/.C«r.5.4.5; Jf aH. / JL j j./ 

raa Of ir p ki ag , aot pn yqfc of piajr^. far 

aie icooBcr some that uieaatt 
5 oi saloatioB. bttt oo^e to tbe 
K IcMC to tfacBsdnes, Bot nto alL And tl 
vant of it B a miat (not of ml *■*■■*« or tbe oode nxanes) 
of a »"«"« t h nrfme weauie not ioyne with die Cbmchesl 
dw -wwe al tke otkr —■**■ of "fa— *s™ Doe yon not see 
Whoe anie "»**»»^ aic wa at fn g, dieic we maie bould no f eUowj 
Mp widi the CSmdhts. And m tansxienre haue you all tl* 
mcanes of sahracym in yxmr ■nTT*'*f or those ooelye that bi 
sanfiae neceaeaiy- ? want yoa arthiag ? neoer Church but laoj 
dicea wanted nothnig. Rer. 3./ Want of ante thing needful 
proues a ntayme but not a fEasobdan erf the Churches. & yf yod 
think commuoB maie not be hdd wfane anjre meanes are wantyngj 
make hast to beanoi far noe Qandi on earth will enterteynl 
you.' 

If you repUe that this is not onefie a meanes but a 
meanes. I answere. It is not shapHe neoe^arye, for then noe mad 
could be saved but he must be ezcomunicate, nor necessaiye U 
anie but such as be vnnilie & out sitt other meanes. nor abso^ 
lutelie necessaiye to these. be>'ng possible that without excomuni<^ 
cation they maie be recouered & often seene./ Let vs see youn 
3 reason./ | 

I par3»R0BiNS0N IlmakeslheChurckBabiUM,imhabiUtcumofdenlls,anhoiddef 

eueryefouU spmU^ac^igeof eturyevncUane &• hateftdl hyrd./^ 
Ret. 18. 2./ 
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Tht want of escomunication whollye doth vndoubtedlye hazard '.^Nswia j 

die puretye of the Churches while the impunetye of some em- 

booMens others to polute themselues; vppon which respect the 

Appostle commanded the escomunication of the incestious [in] 

Corinth. Wherefore the want of it must needs be confessed a 

jreyvous maime & the abuse of it no lesse, which God will cer- 

tQTilie revendg vpon those that stop his waie & serue their owne 

lunies of his holie ordinances./ 

But to saie it make the Church Babilon, &c., is an ouerreach of 

1 pas^onate or vnadvised minde, some men in commendyng or 

Idi^raising neuer thinke enough to be spoken, till they haue said 
to much, yett to proue this fiery assertion you cyte a text, Rev. 
i8. 2. I marvaile you feare not to prostitute the sacred word of 
God vnto your desires. Doth Rev. i8. 2 proue that the want of 
excomunicalion makes the Church Babilon, &c. Yf not, you 
haue taken the name of God in vaine, whose word you abuse./ 
This place speakes not of pollucyon by sinne or sinners as you 
imagine, but of Babilon's (that is Rome's) punishment & mine, 
saying Babilon is false, f &c. And to expresse the horrible des- [^f In the time 
solacion therof doth vse such phrases, as the prophettes did to present for to 
expresse the vtter dessolacyon of other places, signifying that it . f > a "is 
should not be inhabited anie more of men, but of divills, dragons, vsed in scrip- 
satyres, vultures, scrich oules, & such other like vncoth (& by turej 
the law) vncleane beastes & birds as vse to dwell in solitarye 
places, where noe man frequenteth. See Isay 13. so. zi. 22 & 
c^. 34. II. 13. 14. 15; ler. 50. 39. 40; also see Brightman' on 
Revel. 18. 2./ 

Secondlye, yf the place had spoken of polucion as it doth not, 
would it followe that the onelie want of excomunicacyon had 
beene the cause of it ? might not the abuse of it doe as much 
hurte as the want ? Verelie, Rome neuer wanted the power of 
escomunication but surfetted with it rather, & polluted it self 
Tather by misguiding then by wantyng that keye. Come we 
therefore to your fourth & last reason, for these three are nought 
worth./ 

Thomas Brightman (1562-1607). The work, rdened to ^petits to be his 
Apecaiyfsis Apocaiypseos, idtsS Apocalypsis . . . iUniffola, i6og, 3d ed. 1611. 
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of k xs i£ Cxyrra. r. Cor. 5L x. or absse as amoi^ the lewi 
vhi> csst oib: tSK £i&3XK of God. Iol 9. cfiect the same in ? Ad 

beabiBed or neglected b 
of God? Or W it snie. then doe you VI 

tiQ taeOBCBe Vailt Ot ^^m ■■■■iimratinf 

of wBcx sue azise nooa iBe absse or K^bd ol that power. Whei 
kk? 

dD \^o« knoK thu csaHHokaticm castes an the deviU 
of Goc*s Chntk. vhcre k k p^itfie vsed ? Whi 
andal? Or are b ynuiie s none <rf the devittes dii 
dren ? Yi Bcrther of both, then the best vse of. ^■^^■■■n Mp iifyfi^ 
aeirr assHRs Ts the ciectkn of al the dcviDcs chikhen. Ad 
then k k afasnd to sue that the wmat thcnrf byndes yon I 
poflooran ia re^xct id the pvesenoe ai the devin's children wk 
whome^ravLBBst be present as loog as there be anie hqKXsiti 
in the Omch. vhether 1 laiimii ■iiiw be wanting or noe./ 
Srrandlie. yon take k that an snch grosse offenders as oog^ t 
be caKomomaite are apparantfie the devin*s chikben. Y& 
meane not ondk in deed 9(K bat in sig^ soe, iHndi k a damnabi^ 
opmbn & (if jon stkfce to k) an heresie./ 
For yon take k as yf nffwnunk ation wrre not ol anie other w 
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then to cast the devill's children out of God's Church. Think 
you Mr lohnsoa tooke his father & brother to be the devill's 
children when he did excomunicate them ? Verely, methinkes 
Ms harte should ake to haue professed that opinion of them./ 
But what euer he & you thinke, surelie Paule thought not so of 
excomunication, but that it was sometimes a medecyne to re- 
couer the children of God out of their sinnes & to make others 
take heed, i. Cor. 5. 5; who also bids the Thessalonians to Ca. Thess. j'^iT 
admonish him as a brother whome they might not conuers with 
familiarly, & forbids them to count him as an enemye. Yf they 
must count him not an enemye but a brother, then not a childe 
of the devill but a child of God, though separated for his punish- 
ment from the familer societie of the saintes, as good Miriam was 
(fom the congregacion of God, Numb. 12. 
Knowes not Mr Robinson that the deare saintes of God maie not 
onehe fall into but possibly lie in some grosse sinne which maie 
deserue excomunication, who yett neuer become the children 
of the devill ? VereUe, God maie make you knowe to your cost, 
as he hath done other of his poore seruantes, & comonhe doth 
those that knowe not howe to restore such as are fallen with the 
S[arit of meeknes, considering them selues least they also be 
tempted, whose pride is comonlie curde with poison./ 
But you thinke lo. 8, 44 will warrant you to take those that stand 
ia anie notorious sirme to be the children of the devill, because 
Christ so calleth certeyne of the lewes. And are you as Christ, 
those eyes ' are as a flame of fire; who needed '' not that anie [» Reuel. i. i4,J 
4ouId teU him what was in man ; who came with a " fanne in his pl"*''.^' ^^-^ , 
land, that lohn Baptist had not; who knewe from the begin- rdjoii 6 fi/fi 
ring <■ who should betraie him & that one of the twelue was a 70.] 
devill./ 

Or haue you that discerning spiritt of Peter to finde out Ananias " [• Act. s.J 
b the darke & Simon '' Magus his hearte, or of Paule to knowe C'Act. 8.3 
EHmas " to be the child of the devill & accordinglie to censure & '-' '^'' ^^' 
to smite ? If not, rise vp and kisse that throne of iudgment with 
blessing, vnto which you haue so vnadvisedlie sitt downe & doe 
not dare (for you are a man & a sinner) to imitate our Lord in [f See August! 
that which he did as God j or his Appostles, in that which the ^" ^^^^ P'l 
nediate ^iritt of God did in them or directed them to doe./ 
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[tRom. 6. i6. 
I. loh.3. 8, 
See Zanchi of 
I thiepoint-IJ 



It male be obiected that Christ giues such a reason as by n 
anie man maie iudge of others, when he saies they are o 
devill, because his workes they doe. I answere that C 
spake not simplie of euerye evill worke, nor meanes that ei 
worke of the devill in anie man's hand is a note of the de 
childe, for then euerye sinne open or secrete must be a n 
of a childe of the devill, seeing euerye sinne originallye i; 
devilles worke, & then I praie you, where will you finde a c 
of God? 

But Christe here spake speciallye of one kinde of worke, th 
their resistance of him the sonne of God & Saviour sent 
them, & that with an hatefull & murtherous mynde, wherein 
resembled Satan in his two prime qualities, lying & mui 
Nowe, yf you thinke anie outward vnrighteousnes maie 1 
sure a marke of the devill's children as a wilfull resistance c 
Gospell, you are wonderfullie wide./ 

It maie be instanced, that Christ speakes generallie of s 
verse 34. He that committeth sinne is the seniant of it, 
therefore that when anie man liues in anie knowen sinne we 
iudge him the childe of the devill. I answere first, that yf C 
by sinne (so called in generall) meanes not that particuler 1 
which he after expresseth, as it seemes he doth, yett is it not ti 
to be inferred that euerie man is the child of the devill, that 
all imbondaged in some sinne, as Paules complainte, Ro. • 
manifestetb, but onlie such as are merehe subiected thei 
Nowe there is a greate difference betwixt a seruant of God t 
prisoner & one that hath submitted himself vnto the enemie 
are bothe in some bondage, for ignorance, custome of tyr 
people, passion, infirmities, & such other occasions maie pos 
hould a child of God vnder some open sinne, as were the 
patriarkes in poligamie, Asa & others in the suffrance of 
places, &c. So then it is not euerye committing or lyving in 
that argues a man to be simplie a seruant of sinne, but (as P 
sayth) the comitting of a man's self vnto smne to obey i 
beyng ouercome of it, 2. Peter 2. 19, which our Savior 
lohn call (in a specyall sense) the doynge of sinne. And ho 
is that Christ sayth of these lewes. You are of your fathe 
devill. for his lustes will ye doe, verse 44; marke \ 
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It showe that they gaue themsehies ouer to the devilles pleasure 
tobe ledd at his will, & will yee doe to note in them a cieq>erate 
Hsohicyon not to doe other wise, which resolucyon, setng no man 
tuknowe vnles he knowes the heart as Christ did, no man maie 
irenor can (without more then pbarisaicall pride) afiyrme of 
luie man professing the fayth of Christ that he is the child of 
ibedevUl; for viJes it be in that case of sinne against the holie 
Qiost which is hard to be iudged & vnpossible to be cm^. the 
Church cannott iudge aoie man to be anathema maranatha, or 
the child of the devil!, which sinne is not anie particuler vnright- 
OKisnes, but an apostacye from the fayth of Christe after a man 
lathe beene convinced thereof in his conscjence, & tasted the 
word of God, &c. Heb. 6. 4. 5./ 

; it is that the Appostle Paule doth admitt that greater ex- [Vide lunius: 
oimunication, i. Cor. 16. 22, in this onelie case of not louyng Disputationc! 
ihe Lord lesus, which is not easilie knowne. & St. lohn, i. Epis. ."^P 
J. 16. & 17, doth not only distinguish the sinne vnto death from lunio, 1600 t 
iH particuler kindes of vnrighteousnes, m saying (all vnrighteous- alter Tixi. ij 
aes is sinne, but there is a sinne not vnto death), but doth also WL 

leach that a man (professing the fayth) is to be held a brother & |^H 

lo be prayed for as a brother in anie sinne saue that which is vnto 
death, in which prayers are in vayne because it is vnpossible for [Hebr. 6. 10. 
such an one to be renewed by repentance./ Therefore, you haue '"• ^^-3 
nterlie mistaken your ground of lo. 8. 44, while from thence you 
thinke it lawfull for vs who cannott descerne as Christe did the 
Imall obstinacye of men, to iudge euery man a childe of the 
lievill, not onelie in case of resisting the truth of which he spake, 
but in personall transgressions of which he spake not, or not 
simplie, but with respecte of meere vassalage theretoe./ 
If it be demaunded to what end then the scripture tells vs that 
no vnrighteous person shall inherit the kingdome of God, &c., I 
answere, first, that all such places must be vnderstood of finall 
perseuerance therin, els men once fallen can neuer be recouered, 
& secondlie that these are necessarye admonishmentes to euerye 
man that he might looke into his owne hearte in secrete, not 
niles whereby we (that cannott knowe with what ignorance or 
remorse a man possesses his sinne) should sett the sentence of 
condempnacion vpon others, for what art thou that iudgest an 
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AN ANSWER TO 



[Rom. 14, 
Luke 18. 
Math. 18.] 



Other man's seruant ? And why forgett we that the humble pub- 
lican went awaie iustified rather then the proud pharesie./ 
If it should yet be obiected in mayntenance of your censorious 
conceyte, that Christ biddeth vs hould him as a publican or an 
heathen which should not heare the Church, & that therefore in 
other cases then that sinne against the holie Ghost we male law- 
fuliye iudge incorrigable sinners to be the children of the devill, 
I answere, first, that this is after all admonition, and euen the 
Churches censure b dispised & therefore to your case could bring 
noe releife, in as much as you hould that noe man in the English 
Churches hath yet outsitt that last admonition of the Church, 
which is in your opinion wholie wantyng./ 
And secondlie, I answere that Christ doth nott allowe in that 
case to hould men the children of the devil], but onelie to for- 
beare all priuate & familiar conuersadon with them (except in 
reserued cases, as of husband & wife, &c.). as they did of heathens 
& of publicans with whome the lewes held it vnlawfull to eate & 
drinke. For yf you think Christe allowed them to iudge all pub- 
Ucanes to be the children of the devill, you forgett the parable 
of the publicane, Luke 18, & howe the pharesies are condemned 
for condemning them to much./ 

I conclude, therefore, that though you maie see such faultes in 
men as doe deserue excomunication, yett vnles in that rare case 
of a sinne vnto death you neyther can, nor maie iudge anie man 
adioyned to the Church a childe of the devill; yett doubt I nott 
but the devill maie haue some children in St Andrewes of Nor- 
wich as well as in your assembhes at Leyden and Amsterdam./ 
So then, neyther doth excomunication cast all the devilles chil- 
dren out of God's Church, neyther are they all the deviU's ap- 
parent children which are wortheUe excomunicated or deserue 
soe to bee. Nowe lett vs come to your 3 principle included in the 
same proposidon & see whether saying Oure Father with such as 
be notorious sinners defile a Christian./ 

You meane not that the verie saying of those wordes Oure 
Father, &c., shall defile you, although to vse that prayer of 
Christe as a prayer is held among you a poUucyon (nowe they are 
deyntitie pure whome such praiers as this polutes), but it is not 
saying those words, but in that you father the devill's childioi 
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vpon God by calling God their and your owne Father in common. 

And what saie you then to your owne assemblie or Mr lohnson's ? 

Are you sure there is not one childe of the devill, not one ludas, 

not one hipocrite amonge them all ? Dare you saie it vpon your 

conscyence ? I knowe you dare nott. And are you deiiled with 

all the sinnes of all those hipocrites whome you father vpon God 

in saying Our Father ? Noe forsooth, whye not ? Because they 

are hipocrites & you knowe them not. 0, they are the devitl's 

children, but because you know it not, you maie saie God is their 

Father. Why then, belike it is not the fathering of the devill's 

children vpon God that defiles you but your knowledg of it, for 

yf it were the thing it self, it must defile, whether you knewe it 

or not, as a pestilentiall ayre infectes a man whether he knowe it 

to be pestilentiall or knowe it not./ 

On the other side, beUke you knowe that an open offender is the 

childe of the devill. Are you sure of that, Mr Robinson ? Knowe 

you not that manie of God's children committ open offences & 

some of the devill's doe not ? But there is appeareance. Ap- 

peareance ? What ? that a sinnefull Christian is noe Christian, 

or that he is a sicke Christian ? If he be noe Christyan but a 

childe of Satan, why admonish you him P If he be a dead man, 

not a leper, why exclude you him ? Why rather doe you not 

bury him ?/ 

But yf you cannot knowe by anie particuler sinne (except that 

against the holie Ghoste), that anie man professing the fayth is 

the childe of the devill (as hath beene showed), then shall you 

be noe more polluted by calling God the Father of an open sinner 

then of a secrete hipocrite. Wherefore, yf you will keepe your 

rule, you must neuer saie Our Father till you come in heauen, 

where you maie be sure to haue none but God's true children to 

beare you companie./ 

But what yf open sinners be God's true children & you will not 

call God Father with them, are you not polluted ? It is not all 

one to denie those that are his, as to affirme those that are not 

his, to be his children, as it is to iustifie the wicked & condemne iPram 

the innocent ? 

And yf you feare to call God their Father because it is doubtfuU, [This diatinctioa 

why feare you not to denie it beyng doubtfull, for your soule dare t^ieir on-ne Mr 




Clifton flyes to, 
page ig6, who 
also affiimes the 
lewes to haue 
bene a holy 
people of God, 
not in respect of 
personall sanct- 
ity, but of the 
extemall couen- 
ant made with 
their fathers, 
page 24 & 25 et 
page 80.] 



[Rom. 9- 4-: 
[6 Act. 3.38.] 



psay 63. 16. 17. 
Isay I. 3 and 5. 
7. et ler. 23. a. 
Thess. 4. 6. 
Ezech. 16. 20. 

21, &c.: 



not saie directlie they are the devill's, or yf you dare, you haue 
a veaterous soule./ 

Finallie, lett me open to you your mistakeyng, & be not ashamed 
to learne of him that would be glad to learne of you. You forgett 
that God's children are soe and soe called eyther in respect of 
their true estate of his adoption in Christe (which is proper onelie 
to his electe, his secrete ones), or in respecte of that profession of 
covenant with God which they make. Or yf you forgett not that, 
you forgett this, viz., that all oure iudgment in ordinarye is by 
that which is professed, where it becomes vs to acknowledg and 
call those the children of God, whether hipocrites or open offend- 
ores, which haue receyued & reteyne the visible cognizance of 
God's holie covenante [?] & worship with his saintes./ 
And in this respect Paule is not affraid to saie that the adoption 
did belong (generallie) to the lewes; & St Peter, that to them & 
to their seed belonged the promises; and the prophets often euen 
of the transgressing generacyons, that tbeise yet were the Lord's 
people, as Isay particulerlie in their name sayth to God, Thou 
art our Father, though Abraham knowe vs not, why hast thou 
caused vs to erre, &c. Yea, God himself doth ordinarilye call 
them (in respect of his covenant) his people, his inheritance, even 
when he complaines of them and threatens to cast them of, as 
they (in poynt of disobedience) had done him./ And will you 
still feare least that should pollute you which polluted not the 
holie Appostles & prophettes, nor the holie Maiestie it self ? 
Take heed, Mr Robinson, be not iust ouermuch,t the feare of 
God deliuers from tliat alsoc./ 

It is a note eyther of a seared conscyence or of great ignorance, 
when a man shrinkes at euery thing as much as at anie thing 
without difference, but in you I perswade me it is but mistakeing, 
which I praie God you maie be willing to discouer & reforme./ 
It restes then, first, that excomunication castes not all the devill's 
children out of God's Church; secondlie, that all which it doth 
or should cast oute are not the devill's children; and thirdlie, 
that noe man is defiled by saying Our Father with those which 
will ioyne with him in the true worship of God ; and consequentlie, 
that therefore the want of excomimication in St. Andrewes 
byndes noe man inevitablye to defile himselfe as you pretended,/ 
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And thus much to your foure argumentes brought to proue your 

I first proposition, that where excomunication is wanting, a man 

maie haue no corrmiunion. Nowe come we to your assumption./ 

But St Andrewes Church wanks this power. 
This you onlye affirme, & this I deiue, for that excomunication or 
discomuning of offensiue members by forbearing conuersacyon 
with them, which the Appostle commends to the Churches, i. 
Cor. 5. II, 2. Thes. 3. 14, is in the power of St. Andrewes Church, 
and yf they practize it not, is their owne faulte & shame./ 
Secondlie, that which we call the lesser excomunication or sus- [j-] 
pension from the Lord's table is in the hand of the minister as 
the Churches watchman & officer in that behalf, to be exercised 
on anie ignorant person or notorious sinner./ 

Thirdlie, concerning the greater excomunication, although it be [3.] 
committed as touching the sentence to the Bishop & his asMst- 
aates, yett doe the lawes sett downe the general! causes, & the 
parishioners by their officers make presentacion of such offences 
as deserue it. The horrible abuses committed in the cariage of 
this I meane not to excuse, but the constitucion it self is nothing 
soe ill./ 

Wherefore, it cannott be said that St Andrewes parish simplie 
wantes the power of excomunication so long as it hath part of 
it in her owne hand, the rest in the hand of her feofees of trust or 
committies, who yf they had care & zeale of God in them to 
ymproue their power to the best, might purge the Churches of 
so much drosse as neyther you should be scandalized & put into 
schisme, nor others perliaps wish, as they doe, to see a change of 
that order./ 

If you replie that in none of these the Church hath power of ex- 
communication in such sorte as it ought, I answere that yet it 
maie not be simplie denied to haue that power at all, no more 
then we maie be denied to haue anie grace of the Spiritt because 
we haue none in manner or measure as we ought./ 

And hnallie, I praie you to consider how excommunicadon is CRead Mr Ceo 
caried in the other Churches, euen those of the separation, & lot^n'sbook 
then remember that he that seekes perfection in the Churches ^ y^^ ^^y^ 
,rth eyther in constitucion or in execution maie finde some neede noe moK 



